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Ethical food choice is a concrete everyday action to promote sustainability in 
term of supporting workers’ rights, animal welfare and environmental food 
production, and the local economy. The more that is known about the 
phenomenon, and especially about the barriers and the drivers, the more 
chance there is of promoting the consumption of ethical food.  
The main aim of this dissertation is to enhance understanding of the 
dimensions of ethical food choice in general, and specifically with regard to 
climate-friendly choices. It is assumed that at least two theoretical 
perspectives, namely moral decision-making (e.g. The issue-contingent 
model ethical decision making) and food-choice behaviour (e.g. The Food 
Choice Questionnaire) are necessary for a comprehensive understanding of 
the phenomenon, thus both are presented and integrated in this dissertation.    
The data for the dissertation was collected in two time phases from two 
different questionnaires distributed among different informants. The 
participants in both phases were young adults, namely university students 
from Finland, Denmark and Italy.  Both qualitative and quantitative methods 
of data collection (e.g., the word-association task and the Moral Intensity of 
Climate Change scale) and analysis (e.g., content and hierarchical regression 
analysis) were used.   
The dissertation constitutes four sub-studies. The following specific 
research questions were addressed in the sub-studies: What kind of everyday 
ideas and lay views about ethical and unethical food do young adults from 
Finland, Denmark and Italy have? (Sub-study I); How and to what extent do 
the five moral foundations emerge in food-related moral thinking? (Sub-
study II); How is the perceived moral intensity of climate change related to 
young adults’ climate-friendly food choices in Finland? (Sub-study III): What 
barriers to choosing climate-friendly food do young adults in Finland 
perceive, and how do these barriers relate to their climate-friendly food 
choices? (Sub-study IV).    
The findings of Sub-study I indicate that various dimensions are 
associated with the ethicality of food, such as naturalness, healthiness and 
equality.  Ethical foods were seen, for instance, as natural, healthy and local, 
produced in ways that support equality and animal welfare, whereas 
unethical foods were perceived as unnatural, unhealthy and global, produced 
without attention to equality and animal welfare. The following core 
questions in determining the ethicality of food arose from the study: Is the 
food required or prohibited according to ethical rules and principles? Is it 
produced in an environmentally friendly way and in harmony with nature? 
What kind of health effects does it have?     
The main results of Sub-study II concerned the emergence of five moral 
foundations in the word association data, which indicates that foundations 
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are also relevant dimensions in food-related moral thinking. Of these, 
Harm/Care, Purity/Sanctity and Fairness/Reciprocity were the most 
relevant.  Further, as expected, there were differences based on gender, 
political orientation and country of origin in the endorsement of the moral 
foundations. For instance, women and supporters of right-wing politics 
achieved higher scores on Purity/Sanctity than in the respective reference 
categories.   
The findings of Sub-study III imply that moral intention and perceived 
moral intensity, namely perceiving climate change as probable and serious, 
are the most important factors associated with climate-friendly food choice. 
Perceived moral intensity influenced moral evaluation and the intention to 
make climate-friendly food choices in particular. In addition, climate-
friendly food choice was seen as a morally loaded phenomenon in that 
making such choices tended to be considered a morally right action.   
According to the results of Sub-study IV, the most relevant barriers 
perceived by the respondents to hinder climate-friendly food choice were a 
high price, poor supply, lack of knowledge and perceived difficulty in making 
such choices. However, as the further analysis revealed, the barriers that had 
the strongest inhibiting effect were disbelief in any such effects, the desire to 
maintain the same eating habits, lack of time and difficulty. Hence, there was 
a discrepancy between perceived and actual barriers.  
The current dissertation enhances understanding of ethical-food-choice 
behaviour in bringing to light new findings related to this topical theme, and 
also in presenting and testing some new measurements (e.g., the Moral 
Intensity of Climate Change scale) and methods (e.g., the word-association 
task). The main limitations include social-desirability bias, which is common 
with sensitive topics such as eating and morality, and the use of student 
samples. 
The practical implications are considered in the Discussion (Chapter 6). 
For instance, it is suggested that moral dimensions related to ethical food 
options could be highlighted in the marketing, as well as the added value of 
an ethical (food) option compared to a conventional option. It is also 
suggested, for example, that it would be useful in future studies to put more 




Eettisillä ruokavalinnoilla on mahdollista edistää vastuullisuutta, 
työntekijöiden oikeuksia sekä huolehtia eläinten hyvinvoinnista, luonnon 
kestävästä hyödyntämisestä ja paikallisten ruoantuottajien toimeentulosta. 
Ymmärrys siitä, miten ihmiset tekevät eettisiä ruokavalintoja ja, mitkä tekijät 
estävät ja edistävät niitä, voi auttaa lisäämään eettistä ruoankulutusta.   
Tämän väitöstutkimuksen päätavoitteena on syventää ymmärrystä siitä, 
miten eettisiä ruokavalintoja, kuten ilmastomyönteisiä ruokavalintoja, 
tehdään.  Perusoletuksena on, että eettisten ruokavalintojen ymmärtäminen 
ja käsitteellistäminen edellyttää teoreettisten näkökulmien – käytännössä 
ainakin moraalista päätöksentekoa sekä ruoanvalintaa kuvaavien mallien – 
yhdistämistä, kuten tehdään tutkimuksen johdannossa.   
Tutkimuksen kyselyaineistot on kerätty kahtena eri ajankohtana, kahdelta 
eri vastaajaryhmältä. Vastaajat olivat nuoria aikuisia yliopisto-opiskelijoita 
vaihdellen vain Suomesta tai Suomesta, Tanskasta ja Italiasta. 
Aineistonkeruussa ja sen analyysissä käytettiin sekä laadullisia että 
määrällisiä menetelmiä, kuten sana-assosiaatio-menetelmää, 
sisällönanalyysiä sekä erilaisia regressioanalyysejä.  
Väitöskirja koostuu neljästä eri osatutkimuksesta, joissa vastataan 
seuraaviin tutkimuskysymyksiin: Millaisia arkikäsityksiä nuorilla 
suomalaisilla, tanskalaisilla ja italialaisilla nuorilla aikuisilla on eettisestä ja 
epäeettisestä ruoasta? (Study I), Miten ja missä määrin viisi moraaliperustaa 
ilmenee ruokaan liittyvässä moraaliajattelussa? (Study II), Miten 
ilmastonmuutoksen koettu moraalinen intensiteetti liittyy ilmasto-
myönteisiin ruokavalintoihin? (Study III) ja Millaiset tekijät estävät 
ilmastomyönteisiä ruokavalintoja? (Study IV).   
Ensimmäinen osatutkimus osoitti, että ruoan eettisyyteen liitetään useita 
ulottuvuuksia, kuten luonnollisuus, terveellisyys tai oikeudenmukaisuus. 
Eettistä ruokaa pidetään muun muassa luonnollisena, terveellisenä, 
paikallisena sekä oikeudenmukaisesti tuotettuna ja eläinten oikeudet 
huomioivana. Epäeettistä ruokaa määrittävät taas esimerkiksi 
epäluonnollisuus, epäterveellisyys, globaalius sekä piittaamattomuus 
eläinten hyvinvoinnista tai tuotannon oikeudenmukaisuudesta. Keskeisiä 
kysymyksiä, kun ruokien eettisyyttä arvioidaan ovat esimerkiksi: Onko ruoka 
sallittu vai kielletty moraalisääntöjen mukaan?, Onko se tuotettu ekologisesti 
ja luontoa kunnioittaen vai ei? sekä Millaisia vaikutuksia sillä on terveyteen?  
Toisen osatutkimuksen päätulosten mukaan viisi moraaliperustaa 
esiintyvät ruokaan liittyvässä moraaliajattelussa. Aineistossa olennaisimpia 
moraaliperustoja olivat Vahingoittaminen/Huolenpito, Pyhyys/Puhtaus sekä 
Reiluus/Vastavuoroisuus. Oletusten mukaisesti perustojen esiintymisessä oli 
eroja eri sukupuolten, poliittisten kantojen ja eri maalaisten välillä. 
Esimerkiksi naisten, italialaisten ja oikeistopolitiikkaa kannattavien 
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assosiaatioissa esiintyi useimmin Pyhyys/Puhtaus-moraaliperustaa kuin 
muilla.  
Kolmannen osatutkimuksen tulokset viittaavat siihen, että aikomukset ja 
ilmastonmuutoksen pitäminen todennäköisenä ja vakavana ongelmana ovat 
vahvimmin yhteydessä ilmastomyönteisiin ruokavalintoihin. Edelleen 
tulokset osoittivat, että ilmastonmuutoksen pitäminen moraalisesti 
intensiivisenä eli todennäköisenä ja vakavana oli yhteydessä siihen, pitikö 
ilmastomyönteisiä ruokavalintoja moraalisesti oikeina ja siihen, aikoiko 
tehdä niitä. Ilmastomyönteisiä ruokavalintoja pidettiin yleisesti oikeina eli 
moraalisesti latautuneina tekoina.  
Neljännessä osatutkimuksessa (Study IV) havaittiin, että olennaisimmat 
esteet vastaajien mielestä ilmastomyönteisille ruokavalinnoille olivat korkea 
hinta, huono saatavuus, tiedonpuute sekä hankaluus. Toisaalta, kun 
tarkasteltiin tilastollisesti, mitkä esteet olivat yhteydessä vähäisempiin 
ilmastomyönteisiin ruokavalintoihin, keskeisimpiä olivat epäusko, halu 
syödä totutulla tavalla, ajanpuute sekä hankaluus. Vastaajien tärkeimmiksi 
kokemat ja ruokavalintoja analyysien perusteella selvimmin vähentävät 
esteet, poikkesivat siis toisistaan.  
Tämä väitöstutkimus tuottaa uutta tietoa eettisistä ruokavalinnoista. Siinä 
on kehitetty myös uusia tutkimusmenetelmiä ja mittareita. Tutkimuksen 
päärajoitukset koskevat opiskelija-aineistojen käyttöä sekä mahdollista 
taipumusta vastata kyselyissä sosiaalisesti suotavalla tavalla (eng. social 
desirability bias), mikä voi liittyä erityisesti niin sanottuihin sensitiivisiin 
aiheisiin, kuten syömiseen tai moraaliin.  
Tutkimustulosten perusteella näyttää siltä, että eettisiä ruokavalintoja 
voitaisiin edistää niiden moraalisia ulottuvuuksia ja niistä saatavaa lisäarvoa 
korostamalla. Tulevaisuudessa olisi hyvä tutkia erityisesti sitä, miten eettisiä 
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All cultures have socially constructed rules and norms regarding ‘bad’ and 
‘good’, ‘wrong’ and ‘right’ foods and ways of eating. It is argued that these 
norms and moral beliefs stem from religious beliefs, for example (Gert, 
2015). Inherent in divergent religions are norms and rules about eating: 
Catholics consider gluttony a venial sin, and Muslims are forbidden to eat 
pork (Lupton, 1996; Kittler & Sucher, 2004).  Food has recently become a 
more prominent subject of moral debate (Korthals, 2007; Singer & Mason, 
2007), and it has been suggested that the moral discourse of what we should 
and should not eat is now stronger than ever (Askegaard et al., 2014).             
The current change could also be interpreted as a process of cultural 
moralisation in which morally neutral objects and activities become morally 
loaded – or more morally loaded. This usually means that action (e.g., 
smoking) is considered morally wrong, and is morally judged. Moreover, 
people who engage in a morally wrong action may be judged as morally 
reprehensible in social interaction, which in turn may strengthen feelings of 
moral and social pressure, and guilt. Once an activity has been moralised, 
changes tend to occur. For instance, governments may act to limit or prohibit 
wrong action, healthcare facilities support the right action, scientific 
communities promote research on the issue, and individuals may express 
disgust and irritation towards people who act wrongly. (Rozin et al., 1997; 
Rozin, 1999) However, given that food and eating have a long morally loaded 
history, it may be more accurate to refer to the current change/shift as a 
cultural re-moralisation process of food and eating.  
Themes such as sustainability, genetic modification, animal welfare and 
meat substitution have entered into expert as well as everyday moral 
discourses (e.g., Pluhar, 2010; Schösler, de Boer, & Boersema, 2012; Toft, 
2012). The latest themes seem to include the use of nanotechnology in food 
production, and insect eating (c.f. Deroy, Reade, & Spence, 2015), for 
example. Meat replacements such as cultured (i.e. grown in the laboratory or 
in-vitro) have also provoked moral discussion.  
Some topics and foods seem to attract more attention and are morally 
more strongly debated, more heavily loaded and more controversial than 
others. For example, it has been shown that environmental and ‘green’ food 
choices, such as ‘buying organic and local’ dominate the North American 
ethical food discourse, whereas hunger, social justice and agricultural labour 
are not such prominent issues (Johnston, Szabo, & Rodney, 2011). However, 
given the lack of cross-national comparisons it is not clear whether these 
themes also dominate ethical discourses in other nations. This is in line with 
the notion that ethical consumer studies in general rarely focus on how 
culture influences ethical consumption (Papaoikonomou, Ryan, & Valverde, 
2011; Pecoraro & Uusitalo, 2014). 
Introduction 
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It seems that the above-mentioned re-moralisation process has brought 
about an increase in the consumption of ethical food. For instance, Fairtrade 
sales in Finland grew by 35 per cent between 2013 and 2014 (Fairtrade 
Finland, 2015), and the organic sector in the EU has been developing rapidly 
during the last 10 years (European Commission, 2013). However, there is no 
evidence of any kind of causal relationship between cultural moralisation and 
the increase in consumption levels.  
Ethical consumption could be defined as consumption based on conscious 
choices related to moral beliefs and, more concretely, as the purchasing and 
use of products and resources according not only to personal desires but also 
to ideas about what is right and good in a moral sense (Johnston et al., 2011). 
In practice, ethical consumption may manifest in divergent consumption 
practices such as boycotting, participating in anti-consumption events, 
cutting down on or simplifying consumption, and making sustainable choices 
(Papaoikonoumou, Ryan, & Valverde, 2011).  
In the context of ethical food consumption this may translate into 
practices such as boycotting unethical food brands, companies and market 
chains, demonstrating for GMO-free areas or against factory farming, and 
cutting down food consumption by simplifying food choices, not buying too 
much, and avoiding luxury and non-essential food products, for example (c.f. 
Pecoraro & Uusitalo, 2014). Finally individuals can become ethical food 
consumers by intentionally choosing more ethical or sustainable instead of 
conventional food products (Papaoikonoumou et al., 2011). The main focus 
in the current dissertation is on ethical food choice as one type of ethical-
food-consumption practice.   
The term sustainable food consumption and the concept of ethical food 
consumption have some common features and associations. For instance, as 
noted above, selecting sustainable foods is one way of being an ethical food 
consumer (c.f. Papaoikonoumou et al., 2011). Although there is no agreed 
definition of sustainable food production or consumption, there is quite 
strong consensus that the current global food system is not sustainable. The 
system has been criticised for not providing proper nutrition to everyone, for 
the serious biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation, and for the 
significant contribution of food production and consumption to the 
acceleration of global warming, for example (FAO, 2012).    
According to the British Sustainable Development Commission (2005), a 
sustainable food product is safe, healthy and nutritious for consumers, and 
provides a viable livelihood for farmers, processors and retailers whose 
employees enjoy a safe and hygienic working environment; respects the 
environment in its production and processing while reducing energy 
consumption and bringing wider environmental benefits; respects animal 
health and welfare while producing affordable food for all sectors of society; 
and supports rural economies and the diversity of rural cultures, such as in 
emphasising local products.  
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In sum, sustainable (food) consumption is a wide concept focusing on 
multiple perspectives such as the economy (e.g., promoting a viable 
livelihood), society (e.g., safe working environments) and the environment 
(e.g., ecosystem conservation). However, it seems that the most prominent 
perspective in studies of sustainable eating is that of the environment. In 
practice, sustainable food consumption is associated or equated in many 
empirical studies with pro-environmental food purchasing and ‘green’ eating 
(e.g., Worsley, Wang, & Burton, 2015; Moser, 2015), which also includes the 
consumption of organic (e.g., Thøgersen, 2010) and climate-smart (e.g., 
Tjärnemo & Sjödahl, 2015) food and mainstreaming plant-based diets (e.g., 
Beverland, 2014).  
Although divergent concepts have been developed and the extent of 
ethical consumption has been calculated, not many studies focus on how 
ordinary people understand, view and define ethical foods (with the 
exception of Johnston et al., 2011). Further, although the drivers of and 
barriers against ethical food options such as organic food have been 
intensively studied (e.g., Thøgersen, 2010), there is quite a limited 
understanding of how people in general make ethical food choices. The aim 
in the four sub-studies comprising the current doctoral dissertation was 
therefore to enhance understanding of how people make ethical, and 
specifically climate-friendly food choices.  
Dimensions of ethical food choice 
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2 DIMENSIONS OF ETHICAL FOOD CHOICE   
This chapter is about how people make ethical food choices. I discuss some 
theoretical constructs and models from the fields of moral psychology and 
food choice. First, I describe the kind of issues and concerns that are usually 
understood as moral (2.1). Second, I introduce a general model of moral 
decision-making (2.2). Third, I identify the basic motives behind food-choice 
behaviour and how they relate to ethical motives and beliefs (2.3). Fourth, I 
give examples of previous findings concerning the drivers and barriers of 
particular ethical foods (2.4). Finally, I summarise these dimensions, which 
constitute the theoretical framework of the study (2.5). 
   
2.1 ETHICAL AND MORAL ISSUES  
In the previous chapter I defined ethical food consumption as a conscious 
decision to make consumption choices for reasons to do with moral beliefs. 
Ethical consumption is also described as a phenomenon that invites 
consumers to consider their everyday practices from moral perspectives 
(Pecoraro & Uusitalo, 2014).  In the following I describe in more detail what 
these moral beliefs and perspectives might be.  
 
Special features of morality  
 
Moral beliefs could be understood as socially shared beliefs about what 
bad/wrong and good/right are, and what ordinary people think should or 
should not be done according to a code of conduct put forward by a 
particular society or group. Further, morals and morality often refer 
especially to codes that involve avoiding and preventing harm to others. 
Ethics, on the other hand, is referred to as the philosophical study of 
morality, which systematises, defends and recommends, for example.  (Gert, 
2015.)  
Morals and ethics tend to be used interchangeably in food studies and 
moral psychology, and the differences are not discussed (c.f. Jones, 1991). 
The use of concepts such as moralisation, moral intensity and ethical concern 
follows the original formulations in the current dissertation. Hence, although 
the terms ethics and ethical are used, the phenomenon is still studied in 
descriptive rather than philosophical terms. The aim is to understand what 
ordinary people think about the phenomenon.    
Thus, by definition, morality is a socially shared convention that refers to 
a shared code of conduct, and to preventing harm to others, for example. 
Relations with other human beings are clearly an essential aspect of morality, 
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which requires the presence of a group of people who share, at least to some 
degree, the notion of what is moral, and what is morally right and wrong.  
Such a socially shared view is not consensual, however, and there are 
differences between individuals and between subgroups. (Leach, Bilali, & 
Pagliaro, 2014.) Further, even if people have shared or consensual views of 
moral norms that govern behaviour (e.g., what is right action in a particular 
situation), it does not necessarily mean that they see the same moral norms 
or perspectives as equally relevant, or are as willing to follow them (Carnes, 
Lickel, & Janoff-Bulman, 2015).  
Moreover, acknowledging or perceiving prevailing moral norms may 
result in social pressure to act accordingly, and invoke feelings of guilt. 
People seem to have strategies for resisting social and moral pressure and 
being judged as immoral according to moral norms regarding healthy eating, 
for example. In practice, one could emphasise that food choice is a totally 
personal and autonomic choice, or one could be sceptical of a ‘presented’ 
moral ideology (Delaney & McCarthy, 2014), for example. Hence morality is, 
by definition and its nature, a social phenomenon, and therefore a 
meaningful topic for a study in the field of social psychology.    
Moral beliefs are assumed to differ from other similar psychological 
constructs such as attitudes, conventions and norms in that they are 
experienced more objectively and as universally true, and are considered 
more motivating or even obligatory (Turiel, 1983; Skitka, 2010). It seems 
that people are able to distinguish between moral and social conventions 
from an early age (Turiel, 1983). Morality is typically described as something 
beyond convention, as something more objective.  However, there seems to 
be variation across different kinds of moral beliefs in terms of how objective 
they are perceived to be, and it has been suggested that the degree of 
perceived social consensus regarding a moral belief positively influences its 
perceived objectivity (Goodwin & Darley, 2012). Hence, beliefs reflecting a 
high social consensus are perceived more objectively (c.f. Jones 1991).  
Empirical findings seem generally to support the view that moral beliefs 
differ from other beliefs, and that the moral dimension “makes a difference” 
or has “added value” in human behaviour (Leach et al., 2014). For instance, it 
has been found that ethically motivated vegetarians - compared to those who 
are health-motivated - have stronger vegetarian convictions, consume fewer 
animal-based products and remain vegetarian longer (Hoffman, Stallings, 
Bessinger, & Brooks, 2013), and that people who perceive climate change as a 
moral issue are significantly more concerned about it (Markowitz, 2012). 
Further, there is evidence that (positive) moral norms (e.g., I want to do the 
morally right thing) add predictive power to the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB) with regard to organic food choice, for instance (e.g., Dean, 
Raats, & Shepherd, 2008; Dean, Raats, & Shepherd, 2012).  
Moreover, when people search for information about another person they 
seem to highlight that person's morality. Hence, perceptions of moral 
character seem to be of strong significance in the formation of impressions 
Dimensions of ethical food choice 
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(Goodwin, Piazza, & Rozin, 2014). People also seem to be less tolerant of 
moral disagreements than they are of other kinds of disagreement: 
perceptions of the objectivity of a moral belief may predict discomfort with a 
person who disagrees with that belief (Goodwin & Darley, 2012).  
 
Broadening the concept of a moral domain  
 
As suggested above, morality is not totally consensual by nature, and this 
also concerns what is included in a so-called moral domain. A moral domain 
refers to issues and actions that are considered to be moral and morally 
loaded. Issues and actions perceived as belonging to the moral domain in one 
culture or sub-culture may be viewed as belonging to the social or personal 
domain in another (Sverdlik, Roccas, & Sagiv, 2012). It was found in a 
Finnish study, for example, that religiousness was clearly related to domain 
differentiation: highly religious adolescents belonging to a conservative 
Laestadian group perceived all the presented rule transgressions (e.g., 
allowing the sale of wine in food shops) as moral, and consequently made 
less distinction between morality and social convention than those who were 
not highly religious (Vainio, 2003; Vainio, 2011). Further, it seems that 
groups vary in the inclusiveness of the targets to which moral concerns are 
applied: concern about justice may be applied to all people including out-
group members in some groups, whereas in others such concern applies 
mainly to in-group members (Helkama, 2009a; 2009b; Schwartz, 2007; 
Sverdlik et al., 2012), for example.  
What kind of issues do ordinary people include in the moral domain? 
There are few studies that give an answer to this question. It is commonly 
suggested in studies on the attributes and traits that characterise moral 
persons and exemplars that these attributes indirectly reflect which issues 
are seen as moral. According to the findings, “the moral person” is deemed to 
be particularly just, brave and caring (e.g., Walker & Hennig, 2004), and 
trustworthiness and justice are the traits that are considered the most moral 
(Leach et al., 2014). Thus, these findings seem to indicate indirectly and 
implicitly that care and justice, at least, belong to the moral domain. In 
another preliminary study, 100 Israeli adults were asked to consider a list of 
56 value items from the Schwartz Value Survey (1992) and to judge whether 
or not they were moral values. Of the ten basic values benevolence, 
universalism, conformity, tradition and security were most frequently 
classified as moral (Schwartz, 2007; Sverdlik et al., 2012). This indicates that 
not all values are moral values on the one hand, and that the moral domain 
seems to be wide in scope on the other.  
In practice, most researchers define morality and the issues that belong to 
the moral domain based on philosophical texts or older theories. 
Accordingly, there is a lack of studies in which the respondents were able to 
define morality and moral issues without restrictions and preselected 
options, or in which the aim was to better understand lay definitions of 
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morality. Meanwhile, there is continuing debate among academics on what 
should be included in the moral domain (e.g., Kugler, Jost, & Noorbaloochi, 
2014; Suhler & Churchland, 2011).  
Views about issues that are considered moral, and consequently included 
in the moral domain in moral (social) psychology have broadened in recent 
decades. As early as in the 1980s Carol Gilligan (1982) criticised Lawrence 
Kohlberg (1984), who is arguably the most influential moral psychologist,  
for his justice-based definition of morality on the grounds that it represented 
masculine morality, men´s morality, and that women have a different voice, 
namely a caring voice.  Although “the greatest debate in the recent history of 
moral psychology” (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010) broadened perceptions of moral 
issues, empirical findings in general do not support Gilligan’s basic claim 
concerning gender differences (Jaffee & Hyde, 2000).  
A step towards a broader, namely threefold understanding of the moral 
domain was taken in the 1990s with the introduction of the theory of three 
moral codes (i.e. the “Big Three” of morality): Autonomy, Community and 
Divinity (Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997). One of the basic 
assumptions behind the theory is that justice/harm-based morality, which 
emerged and is intensively studied in Western cultures, does not capture the 
whole spectrum of the moral domain, and that moral norms are relative to 
the culture – not universal. The Autonomy code covers issues such as harm, 
rights and justice, and concerns the protection of individual rights (c.f. Care 
by Gilligan, 1982; Justice by Kohlberg, 1984). The Community code includes 
aspects such as duty, hierarchies, and interdependence, and focuses on the 
obligations engendered through participation in a community. Finally, the 
Divinity code constitutes themes such as sanctity, tradition and natural law.  
(Shweder et al. 1997) Empirical findings in general have confirmed the 
presence of three moral codes in different nations (for a review see Jensen, 
2008), although a few between-country (e.g., US vs. Philippines, UK vs. 
Brazil) and within-country differences (e.g., religious liberals vs. religious 
conservatives) in their application have been identified (Vasquez, Keltner, 
Ebenbach, & Banaszynski, 2001; Vainio, 2003; Guerra & Giner-Sorolla, 
2010).  
 The American social and cultural psychologist Jonathan Haidt and his 
colleagues put forward a five-fold view of the moral domain in the 2000s 
(Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Graham, Nosek, Haidt, Iyer, Koleva, & 
Ditto, 2011; Graham et al., 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Haidt & Graham, 
2007; Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009). Their aim was to explore more 
deeply why morality varied across cultures and yet had similarities. Further, 
they claimed that previous social-psychological definitions of morality had 
led to a narrow focus on moral issues, namely on harm and fairness (Haidt & 
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The Theory of Moral Foundations  
 
Moral Foundations Theory (MFT) posits that people hold moral intuitions 
and concerns about at least five different foundations. The theory was built 
mainly on earlier works on evolutionary and anthropological approaches to 
morality, including Shweder et al.´s (1997) contribution mentioned above 
(Haidt & Kesebir, 2010; Graham et al., 2013).   
According to the theory there are five types of moral issues or 
foundations, originally named Harm/Care, Fairness/Reciprocity, 
Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/Respect and Purity/Sanctity (e.g., Haidt & 
Kesebir, 2010). They have been slightly updated recently and are now known 
as Care/Harm, Fairness/Cheating, Loyalty/Betrayal, Authority/Subversion 
and Sanctity/Degradation (Moral Foundations.org, 2015). However, the 
changes from the original seem to be quite minor: MFT is now more like a 
developing project than a stable theoretical formulation. The original 
formulations of the constructs are used in the current dissertation because 
they were in use at the time of the data collection and when the manuscript 
was in preparation.  
The moral foundations can be re-grouped as two ‘latent/meta’ 
foundations: Individualising and Binding. The former includes Harm/Care 
and Fairness/Reciprocity, with a general focus on the rights and welfare of 
individuals. More specifically, Harm/Care emphasises the suffering of others 
and incorporates virtues such as compassion, care and avoiding harm (c.f. 
Care in Gilligan, 1982; Autonomy in Shweder et al., 1997).  
Fairness/Reciprocity, in turn, includes concerns such as justice and 
fairness/unfairness, highlighting the fact that people have certain rights that 
should be upheld in social interactions (c.f. Justice in Kohlberg, 1984; 
Autonomy in Shweder et al., 1997).  
The group of Binding foundations incorporates the rest, namely 
Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/Respect and Purity/Sanctity. The main emphasis 
is on group-binding loyalty, duty and self-control. More specifically, 
Ingroup/Loyalty includes concerns related to obligations associated with 
group membership, such as allegiance, loyalty and patriotism (c.f. 
Community in Shweder et al., 1997), whereas Authority/Respect 
incorporates aspects such as respect and obedience, the obligations 
associated with and the maintenance of social order and hierarchical 
relationships (c.f. Community in Shweder et al., 1997). Finally, 
Purity/Sanctity includes themes related to bodily activities and religious 
notions, the implication being that the body and certain aspects of life are 
sacred. It also incorporates virtues, such as chastity, wholesomeness and the 
control of desires (c.f. Divinity in Shweder et al., 1997). (Graham et al., 2009; 
Haidt & Graham, 2007; Haidt et al., 2009; Haidt & Kesebir, 2010.) 
One of the basic assumptions behind MFT is that moral foundations are 
innately evolutionary and intuitive mechanisms, and therefore universal. On 
the other hand, it is assumed that there are differences between groups and 
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cultures in their implementation attributable to prevailing social and cultural 
factors (Joseph, Graham, & Haidt, 2009; Haidt & Kesebir, 2010).  First of all, 
it seems from various empirical findings that political orientation in 
particular differentiates the endorsement of a moral foundation. More 
specifically, people who identify themselves as liberals (or left-leaning) seem 
more prone to endorsing Individualising foundations (i.e. Harm/Care; 
Fairness/Reciprocity), whereas those who identify themselves as 
conservative (or right-leaning) tend to put more emphasis on Binding 
foundations in their moral thinking (i.e. Ingroup/Loyalty; 
Authority/Respect; Purity/Sanctity) (Graham et al., 2009; Kim, Kang, & Yun, 
2012; van Leeuwen, & Park, 2009; McAdams, Albaugh, Farber, Daniels, 
Logan, & Olson, 2008; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015).  
The association between the endorsement of moral foundations and 
political orientation seems to very robust across cultures (for a review see 
Graham et al., 2013). The above-mentioned findings are also in line with the 
results of value studies indicating that universalism and benevolence, which 
as values are conceptually close to Fairness/Reciprocity and Harm/Care, are 
associated with a left orientation whereas conformity and tradition, which 
are conceptually close to Authority/Respect and Ingroup/Loyalty, imply a 
right-wing orientation (Piurko, Schwartz, & Davidov, 2011). However, it 
seems from the latest studies that the association between political 
orientation and moral foundation endorsement may be mediated by other 
factors such as a preference for equality and system justification tendency 
(e.g., Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015).    
Further, the results of a large, web-based, cross-cultural comparative 
study indicated that Eastern participants (e.g., from South Asia and East 
Asia) showed higher endorsement of Ingroup/Loyalty and Purity/Sanctity 
(i.e. Binding foundations) than Western participants (e.g., from the US and 
Western Europe) (Graham et al., 2011; Graham et al., 2013). It was also 
shown that Koreans achieved higher scores on Purity/Sanctity than US 
respondents (Kim et al., 2012). 
 Although there is a growing body of research on moral foundations 
within different countries, also outside of the US (e.g., Sweden, see Nilsson & 
Erlandsson, 2015), and the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) has 
been translated into various languages (Moral Foundations.org, 2015), there 
still seems to be a lack of between-country comparative studies comparing 
European nations in terms of endorsement. One of the aims in Study II of the 
current dissertation was to narrow this gap.   
Third, some studies have identified gender differences in the 
endorsement of moral foundations. For example, women in the above-
mentioned web dataset scored more highly than men on Harm/Care, 
Fairness/Reciprocity and Purity/Sanctity, whereas men scored barely but 
significantly more highly on Ingroup/Loyalty and Authority/Respect 
(Graham et al., 2011). Further, in a qualitative study of the narratives of 
American respondents, women achieved higher scores than men on 
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Harm/Care (McAdams et al., 2008). As mentioned above, empirical findings 
in general do not indicate that a Care orientation, which conceptually 
corresponds to the Harm/Care foundation, is more prevalent among women 
(Jaffee & Hyde, 2000; Juujärvi, 2005). Hence, findings regarding the 
association between gender and moral-foundation endorsement contradict 
earlier findings regarding moral thinking. However, it is worth noting that 
there are not many MFT studies that integrate gender or other demographics 
into the analysis, the main emphasis having been on differences in political 
orientation. There is thus a need for studies that also integrate demographic 
information other than political orientation into the analysis.  
The MFT is criticised in many respects. In the following I discuss only the 
criticisms that relate most closely to the current dissertation. Hence I do not 
go into detail about criticisms related to the assumptions of theories that are 
not discussed here, such as the intuitionism assumption (for a review of the 
criticisms see Graham et al., 2013; Moral Foundations.org, 2015; Saltsztein & 
Kasachkoff, 2004).  
One of the main criticisms concerning the fivefold nature of the moral 
domain (i.e. five moral foundations) concerns the number and the nature of 
the foundations. It is suggested on the one hand that there are too few, and 
on the other that some of them should be eliminated. For instance, it is has 
been proposed that Binding foundations are not proper candidates for moral 
foundations at all, given the empirical evidence indicating a positive 
association with intergroup hostility and support for discrimination. 
Accordingly, foundations with conceptual roots in authoritarianism and 
social dominance should not be considered moral issues or included in moral 
theory, but should rather be regarded as amoral (i.e. not related to morality) 
or immoral (i.e. morally wrong). (Kugler et al., 2014.)  
However, as I understand the term moral domain, not all the issues it 
incorporates are necessarily morally right and some may be morally wrong. 
Hence, in-group favour, for example, could be seen as both a morally 
relevant, loaded (moral) question and an immoral (i.e. morally wrong, evil) 
issue/question. In this sense the moral domain is not restricted to issues that 
are considered morally right or moral virtues but also incorporates morally 
relevant, or morally loaded issues. In fact, this shows that not all researchers 
necessarily share the same view of morality or the moral domain (c.f. Vainio, 
2005).  
On the other hand, it is also argued that MFT omits some basic moral 
concerns such as industry and modesty, industry being understood as a 
strong ‘work ethic’, the repudiation of laziness and the disapproval of 
shirking and free-riding, whereas modesty is valued in societies with norms 
proscribing overtly calling attention to achievements, status and wealth, for 
example (Suhler & Churchland, 2011). This suggestion is in line with claims 
that the above-mentioned theory of basic human values (Schwartz, 1992), 
which also includes moral values, omits work-related values (e.g., Myyry & 
Helkama, 2001). I also acknowledge the likelihood that there are more than 
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five moral foundations, which may not be easily identifiable with current 
research methods and questionnaires, as I explain in more detail later.  
The basic instrument for measuring the endorsement of moral 
foundations is the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) (Graham et al., 
2013; Moral Foundations.org, 2011a; 2015). Although the MFQ is rarely 
criticised and disputed, I suggest that there are some problematic aspects 
that should also be noted.  
The first relates to the fact that respondents are not explicitly asked to 
evaluate the moral relevance of the aspects they usually consider in divergent 
decision situations. In practice, they are asked to think about situations when 
they are deciding whether something is right or wrong – not whether it is 
morally right or wrong. This could be seen as a shortcoming given Turiel´s 
(1983) argument than the moral domain has specific features beyond social 
conventions and personal considerations, and that by definition moral 
decision-making differs from other decision-making in that it includes a 
moral dimension (Tenbrunsel & Smith Crowe, 2008). Consequently, I am 
not sure whether it can be assumed with certainty that the MFQ measures 
moral considerations given that respondents are asked to focus on right and 
wrong decisions, and not explicitly on moral decisions.  
Second, the MFQ seems to measure some kind of ‘general’ moral thinking. 
Respondents are asked to evaluate the relevance of several concerns (e.g., 
suffering emotionally) for example, but the evaluation is connected to general 
situations (‘‘When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what 
extent are the following considerations (e.g. suffering emotionally) relevant 
to your thinking?’’) rather than to any specific object or moral dilemma 
(Moral Foundations org. 2011a; 2015). This could be a limitation given the 
body of findings attesting to the contextual and situational nature of moral 
thinking. For instance, the basic assumption in Jones’ (1991) theory of moral 
decision-making is that the process is issue-dependent, in other words it is 
influenced by the moral intensity of the issue. It has also been shown that the 
type of moral dilemma not only predicts one’s moral orientation, but also 
affects the complexity of real-life moral thinking (Juujärvi 2005; Myyry & 
Helkama, 2007), for example.       
Finally, although the MFQ captures a wide range of moral issues and 
concerns, it is restrictive in nature in that respondents select from 
predetermined options, when in fact there may be unidentified others. 
Although the developers of the theory are very willing to find new potential 
moral foundations, it is not easy to identify new candidates with the current 
measurement system. However, this is a common feature of scales used in 
questionnaires: the respondent simply responds, and does not develop 
anything new. There is thus an apparent need for new methodological 
openings that are not restrictive in nature, especially if new candidates are 
being sought. Study II in the current dissertation aims to narrow this gap.   
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2.2 ETHICAL DECISION-MAKING  
The discussion in the previous section concerned the kinds of beliefs, 
questions and issues that are usually considered moral. Presumably, food-
related decisions that somehow reflect such moral beliefs or concerns (e.g., 
the five moral foundations) are considered morally loaded or as having a 
certain moral dimension. My focus in this section is on moral decision-
making, which is a process in which individuals resolve moral dilemmas and 
questions, and act accordingly (Guy, 1990).  When the dilemma relates to 
food and eating, one can speak of food-related moral decision-making.   
It is suggested that a prerequisite for moral decision-making is that the 
decision maker is morally aware, and consequently that there is a moral 
dimension. On the other hand, the decision making process could be 
characterised as amoral (i.e. without a moral dimension) if the decision 
maker does not consider or “recognize” the moral dimension, or moral load, 
of the situation, issue or object. (Tenbrunsel & Smith Crowe, 2008.) Hence, 
it is a prerequisite of food-related moral decision-making that there is a food-
related moral dimension: for example, a particular food choice may be 
judged as morally right or morally wrong in public discussion, and therefore 
has become morally loaded.  It is worth highlighting the fact that a moral-
decision-making process does not necessarily end up in a morally right 
decision: it is ‘only’ a morally loaded decision in nature (c.f. the critique of 
the MFT presented above).   
As far as I know, there is no theoretical model specifically describing food-
related ethical decision-making, although there are models for both general 
(e.g., Rest, 1984;1986; for a review see Myyry, 2003) and specific moral-
decision- making such as those focusing specifically on moral decisions in 
work or organisational settings (e.g., Ferrell & Gresham, 1985; Trevino, 1986; 
Jones, 1991). In the following I introduce T M Jones´s (1991) ethical-
decision-making model, which is used in the current dissertation in the 
context of ethical food choice, namely climate-friendly food choice (Study 
III).  
Having compiled a synthesis of existing moral-decision-making models 
(e.g., Rest, 1984; 1986; Trevino, 1986) Jones (1991) identified four steps in 
the process, namely Recognising a moral issue, Moral judgment, Moral 
intent, and Moral behaviour. More specifically, recognising a moral issue 
involves perceiving a moral dimension to the action or issue, and recognising 
one’s own role as a moral agent; moral judgment refers to the process of 
making and justifying such judgments in terms of what is morally right and 
what is morally wrong in a particular situation; and moral intent and moral 
behaviour refer to the intention to act according to a moral judgment, and 
the resulting behaviour. (Jones, 1991.)   
What is special to Jones´s (1991) issue-contingent model is the key 
proposition that moral decision-making is issue-contingent, in other words 
that every issue can be characterised in terms of its moral intensity, some 
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issues being perceived as more intensive than others. Further, the perceived 
moral intensity of an issue influences the moral-decision-making process, as 
do other individual and situational factors (e.g., group dynamics).  
More precisely, moral intensity influences all steps in the moral-decision-
making process: issues of high moral intensity are recognised as moral issues 
more frequently than issues of low moral intensity and elicit more 
sophisticated moral reasoning; moral intent is established more frequently 
when issues of high as opposed to low moral intensity are involved; and 
moral behaviour is observed more frequently when issues of high as opposed 
to low moral intensity are involved. (Jones, 1991.)  
The moral intensity of an issue has been broken down into six 
components, namely: The magnitude of the consequences; Social consensus; 
Effect probability; Temporal immediacy; Proximity; and Effect 
concentration. The magnitude of the consequences could be defined as the 
total harm (or benefit) to victims (or beneficiaries) of the particular moral 
act. Social consensus refers to the level of agreement on rightness or 
wrongness regarding the issue or action. Effect probability refers to the 
evaluation of whether or not the act in question will take place and cause 
harm (or benefit). The temporal immediacy of the moral issue, in turn, is the 
supposed length of time between the present and the onset of the 
consequences of the moral act. Proximity describes the decision maker’s 
feeling of nearness (social, cultural, psychological or physical) to the act in 
question. Finally, effect concentration is an inverse function of the number of 
people affected by an act of a given magnitude: it is high if a small number of 
people are significantly affected and low if a large number of people are 
slightly affected. (Jones, 1991.)  
In general, empirical findings support the key assumption that moral 
thinking is issue-contingent, and that the moral intensity of an issue 
influences moral decision-making (e.g., Barnett, 2001; Bennett, Anderson, & 
Blaney, 2002; Frey, 2000; McMahon & Harvey, 2007; Singhapakdi, Vitell, & 
Kraft, 1996). However, there does not appear to be support for the six-
component structure of the moral-intensity dimension, there being 
inconsistent results regarding the number of intensity components, for 
example (e.g., May & Pauli, 2002; McMahon & Harvey, 2006; Ng, White, 
Lee, & Moneta, 2009; Valentine & Silver, 2001). Interestingly, some 
components of moral decisions seem to be more influential than others. As 
an example, Barnett (2001) found in his study of work-related moral actions 
that perceived social consensus influenced the recognition of a moral issue, 
moral judgment and moral intentions, whereas perceived temporal 
immediacy, for example, did not have any effect on decision-making. 
According to Barnett (2001), this indicates that (social) perceptions of how 
society feels about issues affect ethical decision-making.  
Although the Issue-contingent model was originally developed and is 
mostly used for measuring moral decision-making in organisational contexts 
(Jones, 1991), it shares many features with the Theory of Planned Behavior 
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(TPB), which is commonly used to study food choices (e.g., Honkanen & 
Young, 2015), ethical consumption and a wide variety of other behaviours 
(Ajzen, 2012).  
Simply put, the TPB posits that intentions (e.g., I intend to buy ethical 
food next time) and perceptions of control over behaviour (e.g., If I want to I 
can easily buy ethical food) predict behaviour (e.g., buying ethical food). 
Further, attitude toward behaviour (e.g., For me, buying ethical food is a 
beneficial choice), perceived subjective norms (e.g., Most people who matter 
to me think I should buy ethical food) and the above-mentioned perceptions 
of control predict intentions. (Ajzen, 2012.)  
Intention and behaviour are clearly key components in both models. The 
social consensus component (Issue-contingent-model), which describes the 
consensus or agreement on the rightness or wrongness of the action, is also 
conceptually close to the component of perceived subjective norms (e.g., 
Most people who matter to me think I should by ethical food; TPB). Further, 
including moral dimensions such as moral obligation in particular as an 
extension to the TPB also roughly covers the components moral recognition 
and moral evaluation (Issue-contingent model). On the other hand, 
perceptions of control over behaviour and attitudes towards specific 
behaviour are not included in the Issue-contingent model at all. (Ajzen, 2012; 
Jones, 1991.)  
Previous research indicates that it could be useful to include moral 
obligation in the TPB model in addition to the basic components. In this 
context, moral obligation (e.g., I would feel guilty if I did not buy ethical food 
or I feel a moral obligation to make an ethical choice) would seem to be a 
relevant extension given its proven association with food choice on several 
levels, such as GM foods, fair trade, ready-made foods, sustainable 
seafood/fish stocks and organic food (Dowd & Burke, 2013; Dean et al., 2012 
for review; Honkanen & Young, 2015). In addition, a positive moral attitude 
or moral norm (e.g., I feel I am doing the morally right thing when buying 
ethical food) and ethical identity (e.g., I think of myself as someone who is 
concerned about ethical issues), seems to increase the predictive power of 
TPB in sustainable food purchasing (Dowd & Burke, 2013) and organic food 
consumption (Dean et al., 2012).  
Hence, the Issue-Contingent Model or original TPB model do not 
necessarily have the power comprehensively to describe behaviour related to 
ethical food choice. I also suggest that there may be relevant processes in 
food-related moral decision-making (i.e. ethical food choice) other than 
those mentioned above, such as moral compensation, moral (self-) licensing 
and moral satisfaction.  
Both moral compensation and moral licensing are based on the 
assumption that moral behaviour is a kind of homeostatic system aimed at 
achieving a balance, which in practice means that people have divergent 
strategies for reconciling their past morally ‘bad’ actions with ‘good’ actions 
(or even vice versa). For example, a healthy and therefore good breakfast can 
 
27 
compensate for previous unhealthy and therefore bad snacking. It seems that 
the compensation (i.e. ‘right’ eating) helps to handle the guilt and anxiety 
arising from ‘wrong’ eating. (Delaney & McCarthy, 2014) Conversely, 
previous good and moral behaviour may give people permission to make 
selfish or hedonistic decisions in the future without fear of being positioned 
as immoral (Monin & Jordan, 2009), and this is known as moral licensing.  
Moreover, it seems that ethical food choice is not only a nutritional 
choice, but also serves to give moral satisfaction (Bratanova, Vauclair, 
Kervyn, Schumann, Wood, & Klein, 2015). Moral satisfaction arises from 
having made a morally right choice, and also seems to be linked to personal 
values, and according to empirical evidence is greater when people are 
consuming ethical foods in line with their values. For example, those who 
strongly endorse altruistic values experience higher satisfaction when 
consuming fair-trade (vs. conventional) food, and those who strongly 
endorse pro-environmental values obtain more satisfaction from consuming 
ecologically sustainable (vs. conventional) options (Bratanova et al., 2015).  
Finally, most models of moral decision-making share the basic 
assumption that decision-making tends to be an individual, cognitive and 
deliberate process governed by reason. However, this assumption can be 
criticised given the emotional, situational, intuitive and social aspects of 
moral decision-making (e.g., Cottone, 2001; Gaudine & Thorne, 2001; 
Graham et al., 2013; Haidt, 2001). Hence, it seems that moral emotions (e.g., 
shame, guilt and compassion) play a role in food-related moral decision-
making, and that people sometimes intuitively arrive at a conclusion, 
knowing what is a morally right or morally wrong action without deep 
reflection. Moreover, many social aspects in addition to the above-mentioned 
factors (e.g., moral judgement and moral licensing), such as other people’s 
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2.3 FOOD-CHOICE BEHAVIOUR  
Ethical food choice is not only a moral decision but also a nutritional choice. 
I argue, therefore, that it is necessary to combine theoretical understanding 
from the fields of food-choice behaviour and moral decision-making to 
obtain a comprehensive view of the dimensions of this phenomenon. In line 
with this thinking, ethical motives are integrated into some of the general 
models related to food choice.   
Food choice is a complex function comprising biological, learned, 
sociocultural and material-economic factors (Renner, Sproesser, Strohbach, 
& Schupp, 2012). The main factors that are considered to influence the 
choice of food fall into three groups: first, food-related factors deriving from 
the physical or chemical properties of the food, sensory attributes and 
nutrient content; second consumer-related factors such as personal and 
physiological characteristics; and third, environmental/situational factors 
such as economic, cultural and social issues. (Risvik, Rødbotten, & Olsen, 
2006; Shepherd, 2001.)  
 
The motives behind food choice  
  
The Food choice Questionnaire (FCQ), which is one of the most commonly 
used and comprehensive, measurements of food-choice behaviour, 
distinguishes nine guiding motives: health, mood, convenience, sensory 
appeal, natural content, price, weight control, familiarity and ethical 
concerns (Steptoe, Pollard, & Wardle, 1995). The strongest motives are 
generally assumed to be price, sensory appeal, natural content and health 
(Steptoe et al., 1995; Markovina et al., 2015).  
Although there seems to be some international consensus concerning the 
relative importance of food-choice motives, there are also differences (e.g., 
Prescott, Young, O´Neill, Yau, & Stevens, 2002; Eertmans, Victoir, 
Notelaers, Vansant, Van den Bergh, 2006; Markovina et al., 2015).  For 
instance, in a comparison among nine European countries, price was ranked 
the strongest motive in five countries, namely Spain, Greece, Ireland, 
Portugal and the Netherlands; sensory appeal was ranked first in three 
countries, namely Norway, Germany and the UK; and natural content was 
considered the most important motive in Poland. (Markovina et al., 2015)  
The FCQ also takes into account the fact that people make food choices 
based on their moral beliefs. In practice, ethical concern is considered one of 
the motives, and was measured in the original formulation of the FCQ in the 
following three items: It comes from countries I approve of politically; It has 
the country of origin clearly marked; and It is packaged in an 
environmentally friendly way. For instance, respondents are asked to rate 
how important it is to them that the food they eat on a typical day comes 
from countries they approve of politically, on a scale ranging from not at all 
important to very important. (Steptoe et al., 1995.)   
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Lindeman and Väänänen (2000) argued that the ethical-concern 
dimension in the original FCQ was too limited, and developed a more 
extensive version comprising 11 items. The new scale includes dimensions 
such as ecological welfare (constituted of subscales for animal welfare and 
environmental protection), political values and religion. Although this 
certainly was a significant extension, the original version is still widely used 
(e.g., Fotopoulos, Krystallis, Vassallo, & Pagiaslis, 2009; Januszewska, 
Pieniak, & Verbeke, 2011; Milošević, Žeželj, Gorton, & Barjolle, 2012). The 
extended scale tends to be applied in studies focusing on sustainable food as 
a choice (e.g., Dowd & Burke, 2013; Honkanen, Verplanken, & Olsen, 2006; 
Vanhonacker, Van Loo, Gellynck, & Verbeke, 2013), the assumption being 
that ethical concerns might be a stronger motive in this case.   
Another criticism in addition to Lindeman and Väänänen´s (2000) point 
discussed above about the scope of ethical concerns is the lower internal 
consistency of the original dimension compared to the other FCQ dimensions 
(e.g., Fotopoulous et al., 2009).  
In combination these findings indicate that the original formulation does 
not necessarily adequately cover food-related ethical concerns, and that the 
selected items do not constitute a meaningful set. Given the rising trends in 
the consumption of ethical food, which may indicate that ethical concern as a 
food-choice motive has also become more prevalent, there is clear need for a 
good measurement scale covering this dimension.  
 The FCQ is not the only model for studying food-choice behaviour (see 
Renner et al., 2012 for a review). The Eating Motivation Survey (TEMS), for 
example, comprises a total of 15 motivational factors: liking the food (i.e. 
palatability), visual appeal (i.e. presentation), pleasure (i.e. enjoyment 
through food), affect regulation (i.e. choice based on a negative affective 
state), need/hunger (i.e. physiological needs), sociability (i.e. social needs), 
social norms (i.e. fulfilling others’ expectations), social image (i.e. self-
presentation), weight control (i.e. dietary restrictions), health (i.e. increasing 
wellness), price (i.e. financial reasons), convenience (i.e. minimising effort), 
habit (i.e. familiarity and routines), maintaining traditions (i.e. eating habits 
and customs) and concern for nature (i.e. preference for natural foods). The 
strongest motives (most likely to trigger eating behaviour) seem to be: 
Liking, Habits, Need & Hunger and Health (Renner et al., 2012.), but given 
the newness of the scale there is not yet an extensive body of research.  
Ethical motives are not explicitly included in the TEMS, although concern 
for nature in particular has some common features with the FCQ´s ethical 
concern. The items on the Natural Concern scale of the TEM stem from 
Lindeman and Väänänen´s (2000) Ecological Welfare subscale as well as the 
original FCQ (Steptoe et al., 1995). The scale also incorporates statements 
related to fair trade and organic food, which are often considered ethical 
options (c.f. Chapter 2.4).  
The TEMS Natural Concern scale comprises five items: I select certain 
foods because they are fair trade; I select certain foods because they are 
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organic; I select certain foods because they are natural (e.g., not genetically 
modified); I select certain foods because they are environmentally friendly 
(e.g., production, packaging, transport); I select certain foods because they 
do not contain harmful substances (e.g., pesticides, hazardous pollutants, 
antibiotics). Unlike the original (FCQ) and the modified ethical-concern scale 
(Lindeman & Väänänen, 2000), the TEMS scale makes no mention of 
political, religious or animal-welfare concerns, clearly focusing on natural 
and environmental matters.  
In sum, ethical concerns and motives appear to influence food choice in 
general, but are not necessarily presented comprehensively in the 
measurements (c.f. Lindeman & Väänänen, 2000). They are clearly not 
among the most influential motives (Markovina et al., 2015; Renner et al., 
2012; Steptoe et al., 1995), being considered less relevant than convenience, 
health, sensory appeal and price, for example (e.g., Fotopoulos, et al., 2009; 
Prescott et al., 2002). However, consumer groups such as vegetarians are 
presumably more likely to endorse ethical motives than the ‘average’ person 
when making food choices, and the above-mentioned findings do not 
necessarily apply to them.   
Food-choice motives may be related and inter-connected. For instance, 
ethical and so-called general (i.e. other than ethical) motives may contradict 
and conflict with each other (Johnston et al., 2011), and general motives may 
weaken the influence of ethical motives. For example, a high price is 
considered a barrier in terms of choosing ethical food (e.g., Feldmann & 
Hamm, 2015; Hjelmar, 2011), and health concerns may act as barriers to 
more ethical plant-based diets in that many people overestimate the health 
benefits of meat and are therefore reluctant to reduce their meat 
consumption (Beverland, 2014). It has also been shown that those scoring 
low on environmental concern expect organic food to taste worse than 
conventional food (Schuldt & Hannahan, 2013).    
However, it seems that ethical motives may also boost or enhance the 
effect of other motives. There is some evidence supporting the idea that 
moral evaluations interact with taste evaluations. Hence, when one food 
product is presented as a more ethical option than another, even if the 
products are exactly the same the taste of the ethical option is considered 
better (Bratanova et al., 2015). This reflects findings that foods with a fair 
trade label reportedly taste better than the same foods with no such label, 
although they are otherwise identical (Lotz, Christandl, & Fetchenhauer, 
2013), and that foods with organic labels are estimated as to be lower in 
calories and higher in fibre (i.e. healthier) than foods with no such label (Lee, 
Shimizu, Kniffin, & Wansink, 2013). It is suggested that previous results can 
be attributed to the halo effect, which is a specific type of confirmation bias 
wherein positive evaluations in one area cause ambiguous or neutral areas to 
be viewed positively (Lee et al., 2013). These results also indicate that 
whether or not a food item is categorised as morally loaded or morally right  
(c.f. moral evaluation) may also influence any sensory evaluation, and 
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consequently that the labelling of ethical foods may be a crucial aspect in 
promoting them.  
 
Food cultures  
 
Different geographical and climatic conditions, as well as various social, 
national and historical aspects have modified specific food cultures. Food 
culture can be understood as the food traditions and culinary habits of 
individuals in a collective context, and includes a variety of dimensions such 
as identity, morality, politics, economics, the market and language 
(Bergflødt, Amilien, & Skuland, 2012).  
Food culture is manifest in many ways. First of all, food-related dislikes 
and aversions seem to be culturally learned to some extent (Risvik et al., 
2006). For instance, insects are part of the diet in some cultures, but are 
perceived as highly disgusting in most Western societies: this also illustrates 
how culture influences which objects are perceived as food (Tan, Fischer, 
Tinchan, Stieger, Steenbekkers, & van Trijp, 2015). Various cooking styles 
and food traditions develop within nations, regions and cultures, such as 
Italian Parmesano cheese, Finnish Carelian Pasties and Spanish Serrano 
ham, and are often associated with a cultural and national heritage. 
Moreover there appears to be wide variation in many food-related issues and 
beliefs, such as security concerns, the perceived importance of food quality, 
origins and brands in food-choice situations, the recognition of logos (e.g., 
fair trade and organic) and attitudes to GM foods, even in Europe (Special 
Eurobarometer 389, 2012; Special Eurobarometer 341, 2014). Consumer 
trust in food also seems to differ between countries (Halkier, Holm, 
Domingues, Magaudda, Nielsen, & Terragni, 2007; Kjærnes, Harvey, & 
Warde, 2007), as do the food-choice motives described above (e.g., 
Markovina et al., 2015).  
The extent to which food culture is seen as constituting a national culture 
(e.g., the Finnish food culture) or as a combination of various national 
cultures (e.g., Scandinavian or Mediterranean) seems to depend on 
circumstances or perceptions. However, there are some mappings that group 
together and categorise similar cultures based on empirical data. First, it has 
been suggested that religion-rooted differences exist between Protestant and 
Catholic cultures with regard to hedonistic food behaviour. This proposition 
is largely based on the findings of Rozin, Fischler, Imada, Sarubin and 
Wrzesniewski (1999) indicating that Protestant American food-related 
thinking is connected to concerns about health and diet, as well as to moral 
responsibility for health and body shape. Catholic French thinking, on the 
other hand, is more strongly connected to hedonism and the enjoyment of 
food.  
Askegaard and Madsen (1998) also differentiated between an ascetic, 
European Protestant-German food culture incorporating guilt feelings about 
over-indulgence and hedonism, and a European Catholic-Latin culture in 
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which pleasure is the one of the key choice motives. The authors further 
describe the Protestant-German culture as relatively tradition-oriented, 
based on solid meals and shunning fast food and unhealthy products, 
whereas the Catholic-Latin culture is characterised by less interest in health 
and dieting, and more importance is attached to enjoyment (i.e. hedonism).  
Conversely, when Italian (mainly Catholic) and Finnish (mainly 
Protestant) university students were compared with regard to their 
enjoyment of food the Finns achieved significantly higher scores (Mäkiniemi, 
Bäckström, Ahola, Pieri, & Pirttilä-Backman, 2014). In other research, 
differences between the USA and France have been attributed not only to 
differences between Protestant and Catholic cultures (c.f. Rozin et al., 1999), 
but also to differences in perceptions, namely perceived associations between 
tastiness and healthiness. It seems from the empirical findings that the 
healthy-tasty association predominates food perceptions in France, whereas 
the unhealthy-tasty association is prominent in the USA. In other words, 
healthy foods are perceived as tasty in France, and as not tasty in the USA. 
(Werle, Trendel, & Ardito, 2013.) However, the extent to which these 
differences originally stem from religious ideologies is not clear.   
 A Southern-Northern grouping has also been used to categorise 
European food cultures, and there are some features in common with 
previously-mentioned grouping. It is assumed that the Northern food culture 
is highly influenced by periods of scarcity and poverty, thus food has become 
associated with necessity rather than pleasure or taste in northern parts of 
Europe. This is assumed to be attributable to the climate and short growing 
season, but is also heightened by the Puritan Lutheran ethos (a form of the 
Protestant ethos). Thus, food has for a long time been associated with 
nutrition and health in the north. It is further suggested that there are 
divergent cultural attitudes towards regional foodstuffs between Northern 
and Southern Europe. The association between territory, tradition and 
quality is taken as self-evident in the Southern food culture with its wealth of 
local and regional food, whereas the association is weaker in Northern 
Europe. (Parrot, Wilson, & Murdoch, 2002.) Studies I and II in the current 
dissertation compare university students from Finland, Denmark and Italy: 
the first two nations represent Northern Protestant food cultures, whereas 
Italy represents a Southern Catholic culture.  
Food cultures always incorporate various subcultures in which people are 
differently engaged. Thus, divergent groups of people even in the same 
national food culture may perceive food and eat it very differently. The 
relative importance of food-choice motives seems to differ between groups, 
for example. It was found in a TEMS study that women placed more 
relevance on affect regulation and body weight in particular than men, and 
younger women prioritised palatable food more highly than older ones, who 
in turn placed more relevance on health and natural concerns as motives in 
their choice of food. Moreover, overweight and obese participants had higher 
scores for weight control, affect regulation and social norms. (Renner et al., 
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2012.) It was further found in a Finnish population-based survey that higher 
education and a higher income were associated with a higher vegetable/fruit 
intake and a lower consumption of energy-dense foods. In addition, those 
with lower incomes considered price and/or familiarity more important, 
whereas those with higher incomes placed more importance on health 
concerns. (Konttinen, Sarlio-Lähteenkorva, Silventoinen, Männistö, & 
Haukkala, 2013.)  
In sum, these findings indicate that different motives and beliefs motivate 
food-choice behaviour, and they are likely to differ between cultures, nations 
and certain groups of people such as between males and females and socio-
economic groups. It is likely that choice behaviour is similar in the case of 
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2.4 ETHICAL FOOD CHOICES: DRIVERS AND 
BARRIERS 
In the previous section I introduced models of moral decision-making and 
food choice that in combination account for how people make moral 
decisions regarding food, in other words how they make ethical food choices.  
In the following I discuss some previous findings on the drivers and 
barriers connected with specific products that tend to be considered ethical, 
namely fair trade, local, organic and climate-friendly foods. The aim is to 
introduce some of the key barriers and drivers rather than to give a 
comprehensive description of them all, which I suggest will give a broad view 
of ethical food choice, and might facilitate the identification of the general 
and food-specific features.  
The choice of local, fair trade and organic food was scrutinised more 
closely given that they are generally considered ethical food options (e.g., 
Long & Murray, 2013; Bratanova et al., 2015). Climate-friendly (i.e. climate-
smart) food could be referred to as an ethical choice, since eco-eating and 
limiting meat intake having been identified as prominent elements in lay 
people’s ethical eating repertoires (Johnston et al., 2011) and vegetarian diet 
seems to be a common way of life for consumers of ethical food (Pecoraro & 
Uusitalo, 2014). Altogether these actions could be seen as a concrete way of 
eating in a more climate-friendly or climate-smart way (Garnett, 2008; 
Tjärnemo & Sjödahl, 2015).  
 
General and specific aspects of ethical food choice   
 
There seem to be shared features that may jeopardise ethical food choice in 
general, such as habitual behaviour, and the gap between a positive attitude 
towards ethical food and actually selecting and eating it.  
Ethical food choice is often described as conscious and rational, although 
in practice food-choice behaviour seems to be strongly habitual and reflexive: 
in other words people do not think about it, they just buy food and consume 
it because this is what they normally do (Hjelmar, 2011; van’t Riet, Sijtsema, 
Dagevos, & De Bruijn, 2011). Hence, adopting of a new diet (e.g., one that is 
more climate-friendly) may well require a change in habitual shopping and 
eating behaviour. The required change is smaller the closer the current diet is 
to the new one, and requires less effort.   
Habits can be understood as learned acts that are triggered by the 
environment, and which are mainly outside of conscious awareness. It seems 
that those with a strong habit of eating in a certain way are not willing to 
acquire information about alternatives: in other words they are less 
interested in other options. Habitual behaviour also seems to be heavily 
dependent on situational cues, and a stable context enhances habituation. 
Moreover, intentions seem to be poorer predictors of habituated behaviour 
than situational cues. (van’t Riet et al., 2011.) Hence, existing eating habits 
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(i.e. I eat meat every day) that do not support the ethical food option (e.g., a 
vegetarian dish) may constitute a barrier to ethical choice.  
Another apparently common feature in ethical food choice is the 
identified gap between knowledge and action. People may have very positive 
attitudes towards ethical options, for example, but may not act accordingly. 
This raises certain fundamental questions. Why do people not choose 
sustainable or ethical food more often? What are the key barriers and how 
one can promote more ethical and sustainable choice making? (e.g., 
Chatzidakis, Hibbert, & Smith, 2007; Carrington, Neville, & Whitwell, 2010; 
Bray, Johns, & Kilburn, 2011; Thøgersen & Schrader, 2012.)  
Although some of the drivers and barriers seem to be common, ethical 
foods do not appear to constitute a homogenous group, but have specific 
features. For example, whereas concern about climate change may not be 
very relevant to proponents of fair trade food, it may be highly relevant in 
promoting environmental, climate-smart food choices (c.f. Gifford, 2011).  
Moreover, ethically minded food consumers do not necessarily support all 
ethical foods:  consumers of local food, for example, have been found to 
disregard organic (Denver & Jensen, 2014) and fair trade foods (Long & 
Murray, 2013), which indicates that ethical-food-choice behaviour may be 
issue- or product-contingent. Then again, there may be a general tendency to 
support alternative food-production practices (i.e. local, organic and non-GM 
food) that stems from a deep interest in and frequent information searches 
on food issues (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015). In line with this, an association 
has been found between high levels of concern for environmental and 
animal-rights issues and a positive attitude to organic foods (Honkanen, 
Verplanken & Olsen, 2006). Further, in another study those respondents 
who recognized the benefits of organic products also had higher preferences 
for local products (Denver & Jensen, 2014).  
In addition, there are inherent paradoxes, tensions and contradictions 
associated with different ethical foods that may make such food choices 
challenging, and ethical concerns may need to be prioritised.  For example, 
organic food may be foreign in origin, or local food may not necessarily be 
produced in a pro-environment way (c.f. Pecoraro & Uusitalo, 2014). 
Further, large, global corporations with questionable histories related to 
social justice also offer fair trade options nowadays (Long & Murray, 2013).   
Furthermore, making an ethical food choice may require good knowledge 
of production methods and processes (e.g., about the key differences between 
conventional and organic farming) and trust in food experts (e.g., if the fair 
trade compensation process is trustful). Contradictory expert opinions may 
reduce the perceived trustworthiness of ethical options. With regard to 
organic food production, for example, there is some disagreement among 
experts and academics regarding environmental effects such as whether 
organic farming is more or less greenhouse-gas-intensive than conventional 
farming (Garnett, 2008).  
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Finally, it should be noted that moral qualities and concerns are attached 
to foods other than those mentioned above, such as healthy foods (e.g., 
Delaney & McCarthy, 2014; Weibel, Messner, & Brügger, 2014), ready-made, 
(e.g., Olsen, Sijtsema, & Hall, 2010; Jackson & Viehoff, 2016) and fast (e.g., 
McPhail, Chapman, & Beagan, 2011) food, breast milk (e.g., Spencer, 
Greatrex-White & Fraser, 2015) and genetically modified foods (e.g., Frewer 
et al., 2013). This indicates that the ‘moral space’ of food may be more 
extensive than the specific ethical foods mentioned above (c.f. Delaney & 
McCarthy, 2014). It may be that ethical food choice embraces a variety of 
options.  
 
Fair trade food choice: drivers and barriers 
 
In a nutshell, Fair Trade promotes improvement in the living and working 
conditions of small-scale producer cooperatives and workers in developing 
countries. Fair trade Labelling Organizations (FLO) monitor certification and 
licence the use of the Fair Trade trademark. Typical fair trade food products 
include coffee, tea, bananas, chocolate, honey and sugar. (Fairtrade 
International, 2015.) The options are clearly limited, and it is not possible to 
restrict one’s diet to fair trade food, which is one of the special features that 
distinguish these products from other ethical foods discussed here.  
It has been shown in previous studies that personal (moral) values, for 
example, are associated with fair trade consumption. More specifically, there 
seems to be a positive association between values such as equality and social 
justice and universalism and fair trade consumption behaviour (e.g., Ladhari 
& Tchetgna, 2015).  Values related to universalism (i.e. concern for the 
welfare and interests of others) tend to be considered moral values 
(Schwartz, 2007; Vauclair, 2009), and connected conceptually with the 
Fairness/Reciprocity moral foundation (c.f. MFT; Sverdlik et al., 2012).  
Moral norm and moral obligation have also been associated with 
purchasing fair trade foods (e.g de Leeuw, Valois, & Houssemand, 2011; de 
Leeuw, Valois, Morin, Schmidt, 2014). For instance, it was found in a survey 
of fair trade coffee that its consumption was associated with trust in fair 
trade, price perceptions and personal moral obligation. Specifically, the 
respondents who trusted Fair Trade organisations to distribute money to 
small-scale producers and felt a moral obligation to purchase fair trade 
products reported more fair trade consumption, whereas those who believed 
that the options were too expensive reported lower consumption. (Andorfer 
& Liebe, 2015.)               
Moreover, (moral) identity functions seem to be relevant in the selection 
of fair trade options. Fair trade consumption is considered an expression of 
commitment to acting like a morally good person (Adams & Raisborough, 
2010), hence those who identified strongly with all humanity, in other words 
had a global identity, were more likely to consume fair trade produce (Reese 
& Kohlmann, 2015). Given the above-mentioned findings concerning moral 
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values, moral obligation and moral identity, it could be said that fair trade is 
a morally loaded phenomenon, and could constitute an ethical food choice.  
 A specific challenge in terms of promoting fair trade consumption is that 
the purchasing decision involves high levels of uncertainty and trust: 
consumers cannot easily or directly control production standards given that 
production is usually at a distance. Thus, the standards and labels of fair 
trade products are important in terms of giving necessary and trustful 
information about the production process. However, it has been shown that 
European consumers do not necessarily recognise the fair trade logo. For 
instance, only 36 per cent of EU citizens recognised the logo and there were 
significant differences between nations: 81 per cent of those surveyed in the 
UK recognised it compared with a mere three per cent in Spain (Special 
Eurobarometer 389, 2012). Unawareness of the logo may act as a key barrier 
to a fair trade choice, therefore the quality of the label information could be a 
crucial factor (c.f. Andorfer & Liebe, 2012; Rousseau, 2015).   
 
Organic food choice: drivers and barriers 
 
Specific organic farming methods are used in the production of organic 
foods. Typical organic farming practices include strictly limiting the use of 
chemical synthetic pesticides and synthetic fertilizers as well as livestock 
antibiotics, restricting food additives and processing, prohibiting the use of 
genetically modified organisms, raising livestock in free-range, open-air 
systems and providing them with organic feed, and using animal-husbandry 
practices as appropriate to different livestock species (European 
Commission, 2015). 
It has been found in various studies that the primary reasons for buying 
organic food relate to health and nutrition concerns and superior taste 
perceptions, which could be considered egoistic reasons/motives. Following 
these are environmental concerns, concerns about food safety and animal 
welfare, and a willingness to support the local economy, which are known as 
altruistic/ethical motives. (Andersen, 2011; Hjelmar, 2011; Hughner, 
McDonagh, Prothero, Shultz, & Stanton, 2007.) It seems that both egoistic 
and altruistic motives may influence ethical food choice, and ethical food 
may be selected for egoistic and hedonistic reasons. Thus, different and 
sometimes even opposing orientations seem to motivate organic food choice: 
some people choose it because of health concerns, some because they want to 
protect nature or animals, and others for hedonistic reasons (Klöckner, 
2011). One could well ask whether the choices are still ethical if the motives 
are purely egoistic or hedonistic.  
Moreover, with regard to personal (moral) values, it has been shown that 
positive attitudes to organic foods and universalism are related (Klöckner, 
2011). As mentioned above, universalism has also been associated with fair 
trade choices (Ladhari & Tchetgna, 2015). However, it seems that the relation 
between personal values and a preference for organic food tends to be weak 
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and indirect, and mediated by beliefs about organic food (e.g., that it is 
healthier, tastes better or is more environmentally friendly) (Klöckner, 2011).   
Food choice, including ethical food choice, always happens in a social 
context: people often select and cook for others, for example. However, it has 
been found in the context of organic food shopping that this kind of social 
embeddedness is silent. When shoppers with children make organic food 
choices they consider, for example, whether the children like it or not. 
Further, some parents feel that they should take responsibility for their 
children’s health, which especially motivates them to buy organic produce. 
(Hjelmar, 2011.) This is in line with findings showing that, in general, 
consumers of organic food are female, with children living in the household 
(Hughner et al., 2007).  
On the other hand, the key reasons for not consuming organic foods 
include their perceived higher price, the limited availability, a lack of trust in 
the labels or in the authorities, poor promotion or insufficient marketing as 
well as sensory defects (e.g., imperfections in organic fruit). Satisfaction with 
current non-organic food options is also likely to diminish the willingness to 
take the organic option (c.f. the habitual nature of food choice).  (Hughner et 
al., 2007; Andersen, 2011; Hjelmar, 2011.)  
 
Local food choice: drivers and barriers 
 
There is no agreed, single or uniform definition of local food or of its 
geographical scope. It is likely that consumers and producers have various 
perceptions of what the ‘local food’ label implies. Local foods are commonly 
regarded as those promoting social, environmental (mainly associated with 
short transportation) and economic wellbeing in a region. The term ‘local’ 
also tends to be understood as the opposite of ‘global’, but where local region 
ends and global begins is a subjective evaluation depending on the context 
and purpose. Hence, food from one’s own country, such as Finnish food, 
might in some cases be categorised as a local option.  
Local food is officially defined in Finland as locally produced food that 
promotes the local economy, employment and the food culture of the region 
concerned, has been produced and processed from raw material found in 
that region, and is marketed and consumed there (Ministry of Agriculture 
and Forestry, Finland, 2013). Local food can be bought in special food 
markets or directly from farms, and also to some extent in ordinary food 
shops depending on the product, and how local food is defined.    
One of the key drivers supporting local foods is that they are commonly 
perceived very favourably, as having a better taste and a superior quality, 
which in turn is frequently linked with freshness and healthiness, for 
example. Local food products also tend to be perceived as reliable, safe and 
easier to trace, and as supportive of the local economy and community. 
(Carpio & Isengildina-Massa, 2009; Denver & Jensen, 2014; Roininen, 
Arvola, & Lähteenmäki, 2006; Feldmann & Hamm, 2015 for a review.) In 
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this context, studies have shown that consumers buy local food for a range of 
reasons, including environmental concerns, health reasons, perceptions of 
high quality, enjoyment of shopping at local outlets, and support for local 
farmers, economies and communities (e.g. Kirwan, 2004). Interestingly, 
unlike organic food, local food is not necessarily perceived as expensive, and 
consumers seems to be willing to pay a premium for it (Denver & Jensen 
2014; Feldmann & Hamm, 2015).  
There also seems to be some demographic variation in the consumption of 
local food. The most involved consumers seem to be older, wealthier people 
who live in rural areas, and therefore may have a deeper attachment to the 
local region, but there are contradictory findings regarding gender 
differences in the preference for local food. Buyers also seem to value family 
time and are willing put effort into shopping and food preparation, and they 
seem to find enjoyment in cooking as well as satisfaction in shopping for 
local food (c.f. moral satisfaction). On the other hand, key barriers to buying 
local food include poor availability and difficulties in distinguishing between 
local and conventional options. Inconvenience (e.g., time needed) and high 
price have also been shown to diminish the willingness to buy local food. 
(Feldmann & Hamm, 2015)  
 
Climate-friendly food choice: drivers and barriers  
 
Climate-friendly (i.e. climate smart/er) food choice is aimed at to decreasing 
the amount of greenhouse gases and consequently mitigating climate change. 
In general, climate-friendly food-production and consumption practices are 
less energy intensive than other options. In practice, such choices entail 
cutting down on animal products, especially red meat (i.e. beef) and dairy, 
and avoiding food waste and transportation from far that requires heavy fuel 
use (i.e. preferring local food), for example. (Garnett, 2008.)  
In fact, organic food production in general is considered a climate-
friendly option in terms of reducing the need for agrochemicals, the 
production of which requires high quantities of fossil fuel. Organic 
agriculture is also able to sequester carbon in the soil.  (FAO, 2015; consult 
Garnett, 2008 for critics.) Eating and consuming less, especially alcohol, soft 
drinks and unhealthy or non-nutritious food products in general, is 
considered a climate-smart option, whereas eating pork, beef, lamb, poultry, 
cheese, rice, butter and French fries are considered non-friendly choices 
(Garnett, 2008; Korkala, Hugg, & Jaakkola, 2014). However, a more climate-
friendly or climate-smarter diet does not necessarily require a drastic change 
in eating habits: adopting recommendations for healthy eating instead of 
following an average diet may has positive climate effects (Hallström, Röös, 
& Börjesson, 2014; Saxe, Larsen, & Mogensen, 2013).  
Although the research on drivers and barriers in the context of climate-
friendly food choice is in its infancy, there are some reviews and studies 
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focusing on barriers that hinder climate actions in general (e.g., Gifford, 
2011; Swim et al., 2009).  
I suggest that at least some of these barriers may be relevant in this 
context. First of all, one of the key barriers to climate action relates to how 
climate change per se is perceived (e.g., de Boer, Witt, & Aiking, 2016; Vainio 
& Paloniemi, 2013; Vainio, Mäkiniemi, & Paloniemi, 2014;): when it is 
perceived as uncertain, distant, not personally relevant, not risky and 
something that is not under one’s behavioural control, for example, climate-
friendly action is not likely to happen (c.f. Gifford, 2011). Reflecting this 
notion, a strong relationship has been found among Europeans between 
perceiving climate change as a serious problem and reporting action to 
mitigate it (Special Eurobarometer 409, 2014). It has also been shown that 
those who perceive climate change as a moral issue have significantly higher 
levels of concern about it (Markowitz, 2012). However, climate change is an 
abstract, complex phenomenon, which could constitute a barrier to 
perceiving it as morally significant (Markowitz & Shariff, 2012).  
Another influential barrier hindering general climate actions relates to the 
perceived responsibility for tackling climate change. Europeans, for example, 
tend to see it as the responsibility of national governments (48%) and 
business and industry (41%). In fact, only one in four Europeans (25%) think 
they have any personal responsibility. Moreover, it seems that the groups of 
people among Europeans that are most likely to take personal actions (which 
include preferring local and seasonal food) are aged between 40 and 54, are 
highly educated, in managerial positions and with a stable financial situation. 
(Special Eurobarometer 409, 2014.) 
Given that reducing meat consumption is seen as among the most 
influential climate-friendly food-choice actions (de Boer, 2016; Garnett, 
2008; Hallström et al., 2014; McMichael, Powles, Butler, & Uauy, 2007), in 
the following I discuss some of the relevant barriers and drivers.  
Concrete ways of reducing meat consumption include adopting a more or 
totally plant-based, vegetarian diet, replacing meat with vegetable-based 
meat substitutes, for example. One possibility in the future may be to replace 
traditional muscle-type meat with a cultured, synthetic and laboratory-grown 
substitute (Verbeke et al., 2015). However, reducing meat consumption tends 
to be perceived as an especially difficult and complex lifestyle and habit 
change. Consequently, numbers of vegetarians and vegans are low in 
Western countries such as Finland (c.f. Vinnari, 2010).  
 Multiple barriers against reducing meat eating and adopting a plant-
based diet have been identified, such as the enjoyment of meat, existing 
eating routines (i.e. habits), health conceptions, and difficulties in preparing 
plant-based food (Pohjolainen, Vinnari, & Jokinen, 2015). It has also been 
shown that consumers commonly underestimate the environmental 
influence of meat production (de Boer, 2016; Tobler, Visschers, & Siegrist, 
2011b; Vanhonacker et al., 2013).   
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One of the key barriers relates to fundamental conceptions and beliefs 
about the superior health benefits of meat and animal-based protein: meat is 
often perceived as necessary for survival (Rothgerber, 2014). Nevertheless, it 
has been shown that a well-balanced plant-based diet has true nutritional 
value, and may even have positive health effects (Hallström et al., 2014), 
given that the intake of animal-based protein, which is associated with many 
diseases, is too high in most Western countries. Thus, depending on the 
composition of the current diet, reducing meat consumption could have 
health benefits if its replacement has sufficient nutritional content 
(Beverland, 2014).  
Identity functions may also influence how plant-based diets and those 
who follow them are perceived and judged, and consequently how willingly 
they are adopted.  There is empirical evidence that meat eating is commonly 
associated with masculinity, power and wealth, and even with patriotic 
national identity, whereas plant-based diets are associated with weakness, 
femininity and poverty (Beverland, 2014). It has also been shown that 
vegetarians are perceived as more virtuous and less manly than omnivores 
(Ruby & Heine, 2011), which might diminish the willingness to adopt such a 
diet among those who do not identify with plant-based eaters as a group.   
 A preference for a plant-based diet often stems from an unwillingness to 
eat animals and a concern for animal welfare. However, there does not seem 
to be strong (moral) concern about the welfare of animals in Finland, for 
example. This might reflect the fact that the rearing of animals for meat 
production nowadays goes on in isolation on farms, and the link between the 
product and the slaughter of an animal is not salient in everyday life (c.f. 
Schösler, de Boer, & Boersema, 2012). Nevertheless, most people would not 
wish to harm animals, and have developed certain strategies to handle 
uncomfortable emotions (e.g., guilt) and thoughts (e.g., it is morally wrong) 
that may arise if they eat meat on the one hand and wish no harm to animals 
on the other (the meat paradox).   
People use various techniques such as avoidance, dissociation and denial 
to ease the (cognitive) dissonance that may arise in such situations. This 
allows them to handle the (meat) paradox, and makes them less willing to eat 
less meat due to animal-welfare concerns. More concretely, avoidance 
means, for example, that ordinary people do not think about animals in the 
context of factory farming, and farms are isolated from their everyday lives. 
Dissociation refers to a process whereby the animal is dissociated from the 
meat product through the use of different names for the animal and its 
flesh/meat (e.g., cow vs. beef) and the production of meat products that no 
longer resemble the animal (e.g., whole grilled chicken vs. chicken nuggets), 
for example (Rothgerber, 2014). In this connection, it has also been shown 
that categorising an animal as food alters its perceived capacity to suffer, and 
such animals are even perceived as less susceptible to suffering, which in 
turn reduces any moral concerns (Bratanova, Loughnan, & Bastian, 2011). 
Denial of animal pain reflects the belief that animals do not feel pain when 
Dimensions of ethical food choice 
42 
raised and killed for meat, and denial of animal thought reflects the belief 
that animals are very different from humans (Loughnan, Haslam, & Bastian, 
2010; Rothgerber, 2014).          
So-called pro-meat justification is also used to counter the meat paradox, 
such as, “Animals are meant to be eaten”, “God intended us to eat animals” 
and “I enjoy eating meat” (Rothgerber, 2014). The major justifications are 
that meat eating is natural (e.g., human beings are natural meat eaters), 
necessary (e.g., a healthy diet includes meat), normal (e.g., it is abnormal for 
humans not to eat meat) and enjoyable (e.g., meat tastes good). Such 
rationalisation appears to be associated with meat-eating behaviour. For 
instance, it has been reported that respondents who tend to endorse the 
above-mentioned forms of rationalisation are less likely to think about 
reducing their consumption of animal products, tend to consume meat often, 
and are highly committed to eating meat in the future. (Piazza et al., 2015.)  
 Moreover, the shared view of a proper meal – and a typical meal format - 
in many cultures includes meat as a main dish. Accordingly, many people are 
used to cooking meat-based food, and are not similarly familiar with 
vegetarian cooking (Beverland, 2014; Pohjolainen et al., 2015).  
Further, as long as meat-based eating is predominant, adopting a plant-
based diet can affect social relations. Many traditional holiday celebration 
meals are meat-dominated, for example, and refusing to eat the food could 
be taken as an insult and cause tension. Moreover, vegetarian eating is 
frequently seen as an identity statement or as marginal and deviant 
behaviour – not as normal or conventional eating. Not everybody wants to be 
different and to use his or her dietary choice to make a statement. 
(Beverland, 2014.) It has also been suggested that the presence of vegetarians 
may remind others about the dissonance and the meat paradox, which in 
turn may arouse feelings of guilt and the expression of negative attitudes 
towards ‘threatening’ vegetarians (i.e. moral pressure: Rothgerber, 2014).  
Finally, institutional factors are major barriers in terms of reducing meat 
consumption. Many development economies are significant producers and 
exporters of meat, and these industries play an important and consistent role 
in the creation of economic wealth, jobs and the national identity. Economic 
evaluation of plant-based diets is rare, and people commonly see vegetables 
as expensive and as food for the elite.  (Beverland, 2014.) 
In sum, it seems that the key drivers and motives of plant-based dietary 
preferences are concerns about animal welfare, the environment and health, 








2.5 A SUMMARY OF THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  
It is generally posited in the current dissertation that one way of acting like 
an ethical food consumer is to make ethical food choices (c.f. Chapter 1, 
Papaoikonoumou et al., 2011,). According to previous findings, typical ethical 
foods are organic, local, fair-trade and pro-environmental, and include 
climate-friendly options. However, experts and academics tend to categorise 
and define foods as ethical, and little is known about the views of ordinary 
people. 
On the one hand, it is stated that ethical food choice is a moral decision 
that inherently includes components of moral decision-making such as moral 
recognition, evaluation, intent and behaviour (Chapter 2.2). It is also 
assumed that the perceived moral intensity of an issue affects the whole 
decision-making process (Jones, 1991), and that other factors and processes 
such as perceived moral obligation, perceptions of behavioural control, 
ethical identity, as well as moral satisfaction, licensing and compensation, 
emerge (Ajzen, 2012; Delaney & McCarthy, 2014; Down & Burke, 2013).   
On the other hand, it is posited that ethical food choice is not only a moral 
decision but also a food choice (Chapter 2.3). In other words, factors and 
motives that influence ‘normal’ food choice are also relevant in ethical food 
choices. According to previous findings, the main factors that influence food 
choice fall into three groups: food-related, consumer-related and 
environment/situation-related (Risvik et al., 2006; Shepherd, 2001). 
Generally, the strongest motives seem to be price, sensory appeal, natural 
content and health (Steptoe et al., 1995; Markovina et al., 2015). 
It is assumed that both theoretical perspectives, namely moral decision-
making and food-choice behaviour, are necessary for a comprehensive 
understanding of the phenomenon (i.e., how people make ethical food 
choices). Interestingly, ethical motives are not among the most influential 
food choice motives (Fotopoulous et al., 2009; Prescott et al., 2002), but it 
seems that the “moral dimension”  has strong influence on human behaviour, 
since moral beliefs are inherently more motivating and compelling than 
other beliefs (e.g., Skitka, 2010; Turiel, 1983). 
Moreover, the motives related to ethical and other food choice, such as 
health, mood, convenience, sensory appeal and price, seem to be highly 
related and inter-connected (Steptoe et al., 1995; Renner et al., 2012). For 
instance, ethical food choices can be made for health reasons, but price 
concerns may be a barrier. It is also suggested that ethical food choices are 
always made in a social and cultural context, and are influenced by the 
prevailing food culture.  
Finally, general and specific barriers and drivers seem to affect ethical 
food choice (Chapter 2.4). Presumably, a better understanding of these 
drivers and barriers could help to promote ethical eating.  
In general, it seems that personal (moral) values (e.g., universalism), felt 
moral obligation or norm, felt responsibility, trust in the production process, 
Dimensions of ethical food choice 
44 
animal-welfare concerns, environmental concerns, a willingness to support 
the local economy, perceived high quality and healthiness, among other 
things, may have a boosting effect (e.g., Hjelmar, 2011), whereas an 
unwillingness to change diet, not identifying with consumers of ethical food, 
inconvenience, poor availability and perceived higher prices constitute some 
of the barriers (e.g., Feldmann & Hamm, 2015). However, thus far quite little 






3 THE AIMS OF THE STUDY  
The main aim in the present dissertation is to enhance understanding of 
ethical-food-choice behaviour in general and with regard to climate-friendly 
food choice in particular.   
 The first study (Study I) focused on the types of food that are considered 
to have a moral dimension (i.e. moral recognition, Jones, 1991), and are also 
evaluated and defined as morally right and morally wrong by lay people (i.e. 
moral evaluation, Jones, 1991). This is a significant aspect given that most 
previous studies rely on methods that do not allow respondents freely to 
decide what they consider moral questions, although it has been 
acknowledged that overly restricted definitions of morality may exclude 
relevant information (Blasi, 1990; Vainio, 2005), and that academics and 
experts tend to define ethical foods. Thus, the aim in this study was to narrow 
these gaps by focusing on lay views of ethical and unethical foods.     
 The second study (Study II) examined, the extent to which the five moral 
foundations (e.g., Graham et al., 2013; Haidt & Kesebir, 2010) emerged in 
food-related moral thinking, and whether there were differences in their 
endorsement by gender, country or political orientation. The study is the first 
one in which the MFT is utilised in the context of food and eating, and it also 
indirectly yields information as to whether the fivefold view of the moral 
domain is a valid conceptualisation in the food context. The basic assumption 
is that moral foundations may well be relevant in ethical-food-choice 
situations in that they may influence what is considered morally loaded food 
in terms of Jones´s (1991) moral-decision-making model. 
The third study (Study III) investigated the influence of the perceived 
moral intensity of an issue on ethical food choice (c.f. Jones, 1991), namely 
whether the perceived moral intensity of climate change could promote 
climate-friendly food choice as a type of food-related moral decision. It is 
known that dimensions such as felt moral obligation, moral concerns and 
moral values may promote sustainable food choice (e.g., Dean et al., 2012). 
The aim of the study was to enhance understanding of the potential 
predictive power of ‘moral intensity’ as one type of moral dimension in 
climate-friendly food choice. A further, indirect contribution is to shed light 
on the extent to which climate-friendly food choices are perceived as morally 
intensive.  
The main aim in the fourth study (Study IV) was to identify barriers in the 
context of ethical food choice, namely those that hinder climate-friendly 
choices. This could be considered an important study topic given the wide 
attitude-behaviour gap related to choosing ethical food (e.g., Carrington et 
al., 2010): knowing about the barriers may help to lower them. It is known 
from previous studies that ethical food choices are motivated and hindered 
by various factors, such as animal-welfare concerns and poor availability. 
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However, given the non-reflective and habitual nature of food-choice 
behaviour people are not necessarily aware of the barriers (e.g., Hjelmar, 
2011; van´t Riet et al., 2011). Moreover, there is a lack of intensive research 
on barriers related to climate-friendly food choice, and the current study 
specifically aims to narrow this gap.   
 
The research questions and hypotheses addressed in the sub-
studies  
 
Study I.  
Research question: What kind everyday ideas and lay views about ethical 
and unethical food do young adults from Finland, Denmark and Italy have? 
How common are these lay views (i.e. social representations) in the three 
case countries, and which are the most relevant?  
 
Study II.   
Research question: How and to what extent do the five moral foundations 
emerge in food-related moral thinking, and how are gender, political 
orientation and country of origin (i.e. Finland, Denmark or Italy) connected 
to their endorsement in food-related moral thinking?  
The hypotheses were based on previous studies on the endorsement of 
moral foundations (e.g., Graham et al., 2013; Haidt & Kesebir, 2010):    
H1: Women and supporters of left-wing parties will have higher scores on 
Harm/Care and Fairness/Reciprocity than men and right-wing party 
supporters.  
H2: Men and supporters of right-wing parties will have higher scores on 
Ingroup/Loyalty and Authority/Respect than women and supporters of left-
wing parties.  
H3: Italians will have higher scores than the Finnish and Danish 
respondents on Purity/Sanctity, and women will have higher endorsement 
scores than men.   
 
Study III.  
Research question: How is the perceived moral intensity of climate change 
related to young adults’ climate-friendly food choices in Finland?   
The hypotheses were based on previous studies on moral decision-making 
(e.g., Jones, 1991): 
H1. The perceived moral intensity of climate change increases the 
evaluation of climate-friendly food choices as morally right actions.  
H2. The perceived moral intensity of climate change reinforces an 
individual’s intentions to make climate-friendly food choices.  
H3. The perceived moral intensity of climate change increases the 
likelihood of making climate-friendly food choices. 




H5. The intention to make climate-friendly food choices increases the 
likelihood of making such choices.  
 
Study IV.  
Research question: What barriers to choosing climate-friendly food do 
young adults in Finland perceive, and how do these barriers relate to their 
choice?   
The hypotheses were based on previous studies:  
H1. Given the evidence that women are more willing than men to engage 
in environmental action in general (e.g., Arnocky & Stroink, 2011), they are 
also likely to perceive fewer barriers.  
H2. Given that vegetarians do not need to change their existing habits as 
drastically as others (e.g., van´t Riet et al., 2011), those following a vegetarian 
diet are more likely to perceive fewer barriers to climate-friendly food 
choices.  
H3.  Given the non-reflective nature of food-choice behaviour (e.g., 
Hjelmar, 2011), the order of relevance of the perceived barriers to climate-
friendly food choice might differ from the relative strength of their 





4 METHODS  
The data for this dissertation was collected in two time phases by means of 
the two different questionnaires. The first data collection took place in 2005, 
and the data was used in Studies I and II, whereas the second set was 
collected in 2011 and the data was used in Studies III and IV.          
Both of the questionnaires were presented to the respondents in their 
native languages, the first one in Finnish, Danish and Italian (Studies I and 
II), and the second only in Finnish (Studies III and IV).  
In all the data-collection situations, information about informed consent 
was given beforehand, mainly orally but also briefly in writing on the first 
page of the questionnaire. All the study procedures followed the ethical codes 
of the Finnish Advisory Board on Research Ethics. No prior ethical approval 
was required. Participation was voluntary and the respondents were not 
compensated.  
4.1 THE PARTICIPANTS 
Studies I and II 
 
The first dataset collected in 2005 was used in Studies I and II. A total of 403 
students from Finland, Italy and Denmark filled in the questionnaire during 
their psychology and social psychology lessons at the University of Helsinki, 
the University of Milano-Bicocca and the University of Aarhus.  Only 
students of social and behavioural sciences are included in the current 
analysis.  
The questionnaire included various measures such as the word-
association task and items eliciting socio-demographic information (e.g., 
gender, birth year and political orientation). The questionnaire also 
incorporated other scales such as the Social Representations of New Foods 
scale (Bäckström, Pirttilä-Backman, & Tuorila, 2004) and the food-expert 
evaluation task and other rating tasks, the results of which are reported 
elsewhere (e.g., Mäkiniemi et al., 2014).  
Although the same questionnaire was used in Study I and Study II, the 
participants were not identical. Therefore, for the purposes of Study II the 32 
respondents who had not produced any relevant associations in terms of 
moral foundations were excluded (see the original article for a more detailed 
explanation; Mäkiniemi et al., 2013). Accordingly, the total number of 
respondents in Study II was 371. The basic demographic information on the 





Study I:  Characteristics of the sample (N= 403)
Finland Denmark Italy 
n = 162 n =111 n =130 
n % n % n %
Gender 
Female 121 74.7 85 76.6 104 80.0
Male 41 25.3 26 23.4 26 20.0
Age 
Mean 25.2 25.9 20.3
SD 5.2 4.2 7.3
Missing 1
Living environment 
Mostly urban 114 70.4 43 38.7 87 66.9
Urban and rural  40 24.7 29 26.1 17 13.1
Mostly rural 8 4.9 39 35.1 23 17.7
Missing  2 1.5
Relationship 
In a relationship 69 42.6 26 23.4 58 44.6
Single  93 57.4 85 76.6 71 54.6
Missing  1 0.8
Children 
Yes 10 6.2 14 12.6 1 0.8
No 140 86.4 97 87.4 129 99.2
Table 2
Study II:  Characteristics of the sample (N= 371)
Finland Denmark Italy 
n=154 n=99 n=118
n % n % n %
Gender 
Female 114 74.0 73 73.7 96 81.4
Male 40 26.0 26 26.3 22 18.6
Age 
Mean 24.8 26.2 26.5 20.4 17.3
SD 5.3 7.5 7.6 4.4 3.7
Missing 1
Political orientation 
Left 90 58.4 43 43.4 24 20.3
Centre 6 3.9 29 29.3 27 22.9
Right 18 11.7 18 18.2 6 5.1
Missing 40 26.0 9 9.1 61 51.7
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Studies III and IV 
 
The second data set collected in 2011 was used in Studies III and IV. A total 
of 350 students of social and behavioural sciences from Finland filled in the 
questionnaire during one of the lessons in the “Introduction to social 
psychology” and “Current trends in Social Sciences” courses at the University 
of Helsinki and the University of Tampere, respectively. Most of the 
participants were in their first or second year of study for a Bachelor’s degree. 
The questionnaire included various measures related to climate change and 
moral thinking. Some other scales were included such as the Food System 
Justification scale (Vainio et al., 2014), but the results are not reported here. 




























4.2    MEASURES  
Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used to collect data for the 
current dissertation, as described generally in the following sections, and in 
more detail in the original articles.   
The back-translation procedure was used when the original measures or 
parts of them were translated from English or Finnish into other languages 
(i.e. translated expressions and items were translated back into the original 
language and then compared and modified if necessary to increase the 
validity; Brislin, 1970). In practice, native Italian and Danish speakers who 
could also speak English and who were familiar with the data-collection 
methods assisted with the development of the first questionnaire (e.g., with 
the translation and back-translation process). A qualified bilingual translator 
helped with the translation of the measurements used in the second 
questionnaire.   
 
Demographic variables (Studies I, II, III and IV) 
 
The respondents’ country of origin was identified based on the data-
collection location, and was not asked separately. Between-country 
differences are analysed in Studies I and II.   
 In terms of gender the respondents were asked to indicate whether they 
were female or male. Between-gender differences are analysed in Studies II 
and IV.   
They were also asked to indicate their birth year. Age at the time of the 
data collection was used as a covariate in Study II.  
Political orientation was elicited in the first questionnaire based on an 
open-ended question: “Which political party’s ideology is closest to your 
own?” The respondents were asked to write their answer on one short line. 
For the purposes of Study II the named parties were re-grouped based on 
Nordsieck’s (2011) description of European political parties as left, centrist 
and right wing, and consequently the respondents were categorised as 
supporters of left-wing, central or right-wing parties. In the second 
questionnaire respondents were asked to indicate to which political 
orientation on the left-right continuum they felt closest, on a seven-point 
scale (1 = very left wing – 7 = very right wing).  
The respondents were asked to describe their diet in their own words 
(Studies III & IV), given the growing variety of diets and the fact that young 
adults may be especially interested in divergent trends. The descriptions 
were assigned to one of two groups for the purposes of Study IV. The first 
group constituted vegans, vegetarians and those with vegetarian diets that 
included dairy products and/or eggs, and was called “vegetarian diet“.  The 
second group covered diets including meat and/or fish and was labelled 




The word-association task (Studies I & II)    
 
Word-association tasks typically require people to produce (i.e. write down) 
associations with specific stimuli, including words, pictures or photographs 
(Sakki, Mäkiniemi, Hakoköngäs, & Pirttilä-Backman, 2014). The general aim 
is to explore views, concepts, (social) representations and other aspects of 
thinking. 
These tasks are used to some extent in food studies (e.g., Graca, Oliveira, 
& Calheiros, 2015; Roininen et al., 2006; Rozin, Kurzer, & Cohen, 2002) and 
in studies of both social representations (e.g., Dany, Urdapilleta, & Monaco 
2014; Lin, He, Jin, Tao, & Jiang, 2013; Moloney, Hall & Walker, 2005; 
Wagner, Valencia, & Elejabarrieta, 1996) and food-related social 
representations (e.g., Mouret, Monaco, Urdapilleta, & Parr, 2013).  
In the current dissertation, as part of the first questionnaire, the 
respondents were asked to write down the first five words, ideas or concepts 
that came to their mind when they thought of the stimulus words ‘‘Ethical 
food/Morally right food’’ and ‘‘Unethical food/Morally wrong food.’’ Below 
both stimulus words were empty lines on which they were asked to write 
their answers. The task construction followed the suggestions of Wagner 
(1997), which are generally in line with other commonly used procedures 
(e.g., Dany et al., 2014; Lin et al., 2013; Moloney et al., 2005). Two different 
versions of the association task were used to identify context-sensitive and 
non-context-sensitive elements of social representations of ethical and 
unethical food. In practice the order of the presented stimulus words differed 
between versions. Both versions are described in more detail in the original 
articles (Mäkiniemi et al., 2011).  
One benefit of this method is that most respondents like it and it 
maintains their interest, therefore the response rates tend to be high. It is 
also easy and quick to answer. Furthermore, the respondents’ own 
definitions are respected and people can freely decide what to think and 
write, which is not the case when there are pre-selected response options 
(e.g., questionnaire items). Moreover, the word-association method appears 
to be free from the intent to communicate some particular, organised 
discourse (Szalay & Deese, 1978).  
It is also suggested that spontaneously created responses may be 
associated with a lower social-desirability bias (i.e. the tendency to produce 
‘socially correct’ answers), which relates in particular to sensitive topics such 
as eating and morality. The weakness of the method is the fact that many of 
the responses constitute single words, word pairs or short sentences that do 
not contain very much information. The material is therefore very limited, 







The moral intensity of climate change (Study III) 
 
The Moral Intensity of Climate Change Scale (MICCS) was developed for the 
purposes of Study III by the two authors. The scale is based on the 12-item 
Perceived Moral Intensity Scale (PMIS), which is commonly used to assess 
moral intensity (e.g., Singhapakdi et al., 1996; Frey, 2000; McMahon & 
Harvey, 2006). However, the novelty of the MICCS lies in the fact that it is 
specifically targeted at measuring the moral intensity of climate change. In 
addition, six new items were developed.  
Clark and Watson’s (1995) suggestions were taken into account in the 
item-development phase, and all the content that was shared between the 
original and novel scale was translated and back-translated. All eighteen 
items (e.g., Most people disagree about the right way to act with regard to 
climate change) of the MICCS are presented in the original article 
(Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2013).  
An exploratory factor analysis using the Maximum Likelihood Method 
with orthogonal Varimax rotation was used to explore the dimensionality of 
the scale. A three-factor solution with a total of 42 per cent of the variance 
explained was adopted, based on eigenvalues, scree plots and 
interpretability. The Cronbach’s alphas of the factors indicated acceptable 
internal consistency (from α. = 67 to α. = 90).   
 
Moral evaluation of climate-friendly food choice (Study III) 
 
The participants were asked to evaluate on a seven-point (totally morally 
wrong – totally morally right) whether ‘‘Making climate-friendly food 
choices’’ was a morally wrong or a morally right action.  
 
The moral intention to make climate-friendly food choices (Study 
III)  
 
The participants were asked to indicate on a seven-point scale (highly 
unlikely – highly likely) how likely they were to make climate-friendly food 
choices (a) during the next six months and (b) during the next five years. A 
mean score, based on both scales, was created to measure climate-friendly 
food-choice intentions. The Cronbach’s alpha indicated high internal 
consistency (α. = 92).   
   
Climate friendly food choice (Study III and Study IV)  
 
A novel scale for measuring climate-friendly food choice was developed by 
the two authors of the studies, who were not aware of any previous scale 
measuring this phenomenon. The authors developed the items after 
reviewing and consulting previous studies focusing on the climatic effects of 
food choices (Carlsson-Kanyama & González, 2009; Fiala, 2008; Popp, 
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Lotze-Campen, & Bodirsky, 2010; York & Gossard, 2004). Clark and 
Watson’s (1995) suggestions were taken into account in the item-
development phase.  
The participants were asked to indicate how frequently they acted with a 
view to mitigating climate change, such as ‘‘I try to select foods that have as 
minimal a negative climatic effect as possible” and ‘‘I try to limit food waste.’’ 
A seven-point scale (1 = never - 7 = almost daily to daily) was used. All six 
items that were included in the analysis are presented in the original articles 
(Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2013; Mäkiniemi & Vainio, 2014). The Cronbach’s 
alpha indicated high internal consistency of the constructed mean scores (α 
=.90)  
 
Barriers to climate-friendly food choice (Study IV)  
 
The authors of the study developed a scale for measuring barriers to climate-
friendly food choice, not being aware of any existing scale. They consulted 
previous research on the predictors of pro-environmental behaviour, climate-
friendly behaviour and food-choice behaviour during the scale-development 
process (e.g., Lindeman & Väänänen, 2000; Lorenzoni, Nicholson-Cole, & 
Whitmarsh, 2007; Renner et al., 2012; Steptoe et al., 1995; Tobler, Visshers, 
& Siegrist, 2011a), as well as suggestions put forward by Clark and Watson 
(1995).  
The participants were asked to evaluate how relevant they found the 
eleven presented reasons in explaining why they did not make climate-
friendly food choices, on a six-point scale (completely irrelevant to 
completely relevant), e.g., ‘‘I don’t believe they have an effect on the climate,’’ 
and ‘‘I do not have enough knowledge about them’’. The Cronbach’s alpha 
indicated good internal consistency of the scale (α. = .73). All the items that 

















4.3 DATA ANALYSIS   
 
In the following I introduce the main analyses described in the sub-studies of 
the current dissertation. More detailed information is given in each original 
article.  
 
The word associations in Study I   
 
The analysis of the word associations in Study I constituted two main steps, 
namely content and structural analysis. The procedures are described in 
more detail in the original article (Mäkiniemi et al., 2011; see also Wagner, 
Hansen, & Kronberger, 2014). 
The aim of the inductive (i.e. data-driven) content analysis was to identify 
the content and main themes of lay thinking about ethical and unethical 
food. At first the association material for each country was kept and coded 
separately based on the similarity of meaning of the produced associations. 
The data was not translated for this phase, the first categorisations being 
made in the original languages. The first author of the study categorised the 
Finnish and Danish data, and a native Italian research assistant coded the 
Italian data. The codes were then further merged into larger categories 
following the suggestions put forward by Wagner, Kronberger, Valencia and 
Duarte Pereira (2006). The results of the first phase of the categorisation 
process were then translated into English and brought to a joint meeting, in 
which the two categorisations were presented and compared. This led to the 
development of the shared categorisation system. Two researchers produced 
the final categorisation after negotiating the interpretations in order to 
ensure similarity among the choices.  
The aim of the structural analysis was to identify the structure of everyday 
thinking about ethical and unethical food, and more specifically to identify 
the core, diffusional and peripheral elements. Three methods were used, all 
of which are applied in the structural approach to social representations: 
namely frequency of evocation, the order of evocation and contextual 
manipulation (Moloney et al., 2005; Sá, 1996; Wagner et al., 1996; Vergés & 
Bastounis, 1994). The rationale behind this combination lies in the 
assumption that the core elements are the most frequently mentioned, the 
first to be evoked (mentioned at the beginning of the response process) and 
the most resistant to change in contextual manipulation (Abric, 2001; Sá, 









The word associations in Study II 
 
The word associations elicited in Study II were analysed in three steps. The 
first entailed theory-driven qualitative coding in which the associations were 
grouped into five moral foundations; a moral endorsement score was 
calculated for each respondent in the second step; and covariance analysis 
was used in the third step to compare endorsement of the moral foundations 
between the groups.  
The first author developed the coding system, having consulted the 
following material: Haidt & Joseph 2004; Haidt & Graham 2007; McAdams 
et al., 2008; the MFQ, The Moral Foundations dictionary and the Moral 
Foundations Sacredness Scale (Moral Foundations org., 2011a;b;c; 2015). 
The categorisation system is presented in detail in the original article (see 
Mäkiniemi et al., 2013). To ensure reliability for the coding coders were 
trained, and two independent coders carried out two pilot tests, as Lombard, 
Snyder-Duch and Bracken (2002) suggest.  Discrepancies were resolved 
through discussion. The results of the inter-coder reliability test indicated 
very good reliability (Cohen’s Kappa = 0.91). Finally, the whole data set was 
coded for evidence of the five moral foundations. Each association was 
assigned to one moral foundation, so the coding was exclusive in nature.   
The second step was to calculate the moral-foundation-endorsement 
score for each person. In order to assess the degree of individual 
endorsement of each of the five foundations, each respondent was assigned a 
value that reflected the proportion of each foundation in his or her ethical 
and unethical associations. The number of ethical associations representing 
each of the foundations was divided by all of the ethical associations 
produced by the respondent. A similar procedure was used for the 
corresponding unethical foundations and the result was added to the values 
of the ethical foundations.  
Finally, repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to 
assess the extent to which the endorsement of the moral foundations differed 
in the whole data. A series of one-way analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) was 
then conducted to test the hypotheses concerning the assumed group 
differences. Because the Italian respondents were significantly younger than 
the Finnish and Danish respondents, age was used as a covariate in the 
analysis.  
 
Statistical analysis in Study III  
 
Exploratory factor analysis was used to explore the dimensionality of the 
MICCS, as explained above. Before the mean scores for each main variable 
were calculated the scores were re-coded so that the higher scores indicated 
increased levels of the phenomenon measured. Following this procedure the 
means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of the main variables 
were calculated. Multiple linear regression and hierarchical regression 
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analyses were used to test the hypotheses, following Barnett’s (2001) 
example. 
 
Statistical analysis in Study IV  
 
The means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of the main 
variables were calculated, then the mean differences concerning the 
perceived relevance of the barriers were analysed by an independent-samples 
t-test. Multiple regression analysis was used to assess the effects of the 
perceived barriers on climate-friendly food choices. The perceived barriers 
were analysed as separate items because the item inter-correlations were 





5 RESULTS  
This chapter presents the main results of each sub-study. More detailed 
statistical information, such as means, standard deviations and correlations 
are given in the four original articles included in this dissertation. 
5.1 HOW ARE ETHICAL AND UNETHICAL FOODS 
VIEWED? 
The aim of Study I was to explore by means of a word-association task the 
concerns and lay views of young adults related to ethical and unethical food. 
This was assumed also to indicate indirectly which foods are ‘recognised’ as 
moral (c.f. moral recognition and evaluation in Jones, 1991). The data was 
subjected to data driven content and structural analysis.  
 
The content of the lay views  
 
The qualitative content analysis yielded the following 14 main categories: 
required/prohibited, natural/unnatural and healthy/unhealthy food, 
equality/inequality, good animal welfare/poor animal welfare, local/global, 
rules and descriptions. Twelve of the categories emerged as oppositional and 
dichotomous. The main categories and their subcategories are presented in 
the original article, together with the number of associations belonging to 
each category (Mäkiniemi et al., 2011).   
The required/prohibited dichotomy indicated that certain foods are 
considered morally acceptable (e.g., vegetables) and others morally 
unacceptable (e.g., high-fat food), and there was also some ambivalence. For 
example, meat was viewed as both ethical and unethical.   
The local/global dichotomy reflected the distance between the consumer 
and the food production. According to the associations belonging to this 
category, ethical food is produced very close to the consumer: at home, in the 
neighbourhood or in the country of origin, for example. Unethical food is 
mainly associated with global mass production.   
The relationship between human beings and nature is the major theme 
within the natural/unnatural dichotomy. It seems that the more intensive the 
human involvement in food production is, the more unethical is the 
particular food or production method perceived to be.  
The healthy/unhealthy dichotomy included associations and beliefs 
focusing on the nutritional value of food and the effects of eating on health. 
 The unequal distribution of food in the world is the key theme of the 
equality/inequality dichotomy and is mainly associated with poverty and the 
vast income gap between the rich and the poor.  
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The good animal welfare/poor animal welfare dichotomy focuses on the 
relationship between human beings and animals in food production.  
The rules category is non-oppositional and reflects the fact that moral 
evaluations are guided by social and individual norms and principles such as 
religion, culture and food-related ideologies.   
The descriptions category comprises description and evaluation: people 
actively take different standpoints with regard to ethical and unethical food, 
and evaluate them from various perspectives such as taste and trustfulness.  
Although all the categories appeared in all three countries, their contents 
and those of the subcategories were not identical. Within the local/global 
dichotomy, for instance, the Finns mentioned associations with food 
patriotism and domestic food more often than the others, and within the 
natural/unnatural dichotomy the Italians tended to produce more 
associations with natural and chemical-free food, whereas the Danes and the 
Finns focused more on organic food.  
 
The structure of the lay views  
 
The structural analysis identified core, diffusional and peripheral elements of 
the lay views, which differed in structure. For example the number of core 
elements differed in the four countries.   
The most relevant core elements/categories of the ethical food 
associations among the Finnish respondents were Required and Natural, and 
the core elements of the unethical food associations were Prohibited, 
Unnatural and Global.  
Among the Danish respondents the core elements of the ethical 
associations were Required, Natural and Healthy, and those of unethical 
associations were Prohibited and Unnatural.  
The respective associations among the Italian participants were Required, 
Descriptions, Natural and Healthy on the ethical side, and Prohibited foods 
on the unethical side.  
The above results concerning the core ethical and unethical elements in 
all three countries indicate the particular relevance of the 
required/prohibited, natural/unnatural and healthy/unhealthy categories in 
moral thinking about food.  
      
Conclusion  
 
In sum, it could be concluded from the main results of Study I that various 
dimensions are associated with the ethicality of food, such as naturalness, 
healthiness and equality. More specifically, ethical food was perceived as 
natural, healthy and local, produced in ways that support equality and 
animal welfare, whereas unethical food was seen as unnatural, unhealthy and 
global, produced with no consideration for equality and animal welfare.  
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On the one hand, the identified descriptions and dimensions seem to be 
quite common, shared by Finns, Italians and Danes. On the other hand, 
however, they are not similarly relevant in each country, and the content 
differs. Finally, the following core questions attached to the ethicality of food 
seem the most relevant: Is the food required or prohibited according to the 
rules and accepted principles? Is it produced in an environmentally friendly 




































5.2 HOW DO MORAL FOUNDATIONS EMERGE IN 
FOOD-RELATED MORAL THINKING? 
 
The aim of Study II was to assess the extent to which the five moral 
foundations, namely Harm/Care, Fairness/Reciprocity, Ingroup/Loyalty, 
Authority/Respect and Purity/Sanctity, emerged in food-related moral 
thinking, and the associations of gender, political orientation and country of 
origin with the endorsement of these foundations in the current data. The 
data was subjected to theory-driven qualitative analysis, variance analysis 
and a series of covariance analyses.  
 
Endorsement of the moral foundations  
 
The respondents produced 1,948 associations that reflected moral 
foundations. All five foundations appeared in the data, indicating their 
relevance in food-related moral thinking, and supporting the fivefold view of 
the moral domain as suggested in the MFT. The most dominant moral 
foundations in the whole data were Harm/Care, Purity/Sanctity and 
Fairness/Reciprocity.  
  
Gender and endorsement of the moral foundations  
 
It was proposed based on the results of previous studies that women would 
achieve higher scores than men on Harm/Care, Fairness/Reciprocity and 
Purity/Sanctity, whereas men would score more highly on Ingroup/Loyalty 
and Authority/Respect.  
The findings confirmed the presence of gender differences in the 
endorsement of the moral foundations. As expected, women achieved 
significantly higher scores (M=0.48) than men on Purity/Sanctity (M=0.32, 
p=.005). Unexpectedly, however, men achieved slightly but significantly 
higher scores (M=0.43) on Fairness/Reciprocity than women (M=0.32, 
p=.044), and no gender differences were identified in the endorsement of 
other foundations.  
Hence, only the hypothesis that women would achieve higher scores than 
men on the endorsement of the Purity/Sanctity foundation was supported.  
 
Political orientation and endorsement of the moral foundations  
 
It was posited that political orientation is related to endorsement of the 
moral foundation, and that supporters of left-wing parties will achieve higher 
scores on Harm/Care and Fairness/Reciprocity (i.e. Individualising 
foundations), whereas right-wing supporters will score more highly on 
Ingroup/Loyalty, Authority/Respect and Purity/Sanctity (i.e. Binding 
foundations). The respective hypotheses (H1 and H2) only concerned the 
Results 
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differences between supporters of left-wing and right-wing parties because 
centrist parties were not considered as a separate group in previous studies.  
The analyses identified differences between political-party supporters in 
endorsement of the moral foundation, thereby supporting previous findings. 
Supporters of left-wing parties (M=0.42) achieved significantly (p=.007) 
higher scores than supporters of central parties (M=0.23) on 
Fairness/Reciprocity. Centrist supporters (M=0.91) achieved significantly 
(p=.031) higher scores on Harm/Care than supporters of right-wing parties 
(M=0.65), and supporters of right-wing (M=0.54) and central (M=0.55) 
parties achieved significantly (p=.001) higher scores on Purity/Sanctity than 
leftist supporters (M=0.34). Unexpectedly, no differences according to 
political affiliation were identified in endorsement of the Ingroup/Loyalty 
foundation.  
Hence, although there were significant differences among the three 
foundations, only one hypothesis was fully substantiated: supporters of right-
wing parties achieved higher scores than supporters of left-wing parties on 
Purity/Sanctity.  
 
Country of origin and endorsement of the moral foundation  
 
It was assumed that there would be country differences in endorsement of 
the Purity/Sanctity foundation, but not of the other foundations. It turned 
out that Italians (M=0.65) achieved significantly (p<.001) higher scores on 
Purity/Sanctity than Finns (M=0.28) and Danes (M=0.44), and Danes 
achieved significantly higher scores than Finns. Unexpectedly, significant 
country differences related to Harm/Care, Fairness/Reciprocity and 
Ingroup/Loyalty also emerged.  
Hence, the result supported the hypothesis that Italians will have higher 




In sum, the main results of Study II indicate the presence of all five moral 
foundations in food-related moral thinking. The most dominant moral 
foundations in the data as a whole were Harm/Care, Purity/Sanctity and 
Fairness/Reciprocity. In accordance with the MFT, there were differences in 
endorsement based on gender, political orientation and country of origin, 
although some findings were unexpected.   
However, only three posited statements were fully supported, namely: 
“Women will have higher endorsement scores than men on Purity/Sanctity”; 
“Supporters of right-wing parties will achieve higher scores on 
Purity/Sanctity than supporters of left-wing parties”; and “Italians will have 
higher scores on Purity/Sanctity than the Finnish and Danish respondents”.  
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5.3 DOES MORAL INTENSITY PROMOTE CLIMATE-
FRIENDLY FOOD CHOICES? 
The aim of Study III was to measure, by means of regression analysis, how 
perceptions of the moral intensity of climate change relate to climate-friendly 
food choice, in line with Jones´s (1991) Issue Contingent Model of Ethical 
Decision Making.  
 
Moral decision-making related to climate-friendly food choice  
 
It was posited that moral evaluations strengthen intentions to make climate-
friendly food choices (H4), and that such intentions increase the likelihood of 
making such choices (H5).   
The results of the hierarchical regression analysis indicate a significant 
association between evaluating climate-friendly food choices as a morally 
right action (i.e. moral evaluation) and the intention to make climate-friendly 
food choices in the future (i.e. moral intention) only when three dimensions 
of moral intensity had not been entered into the analyses: the significant 
effect disappeared when the moral-intensity dimensions were integrated.  
More specifically, moral evaluation explained five per cent of the variance 
in intention (Step 1), and the moral-intensity dimensions explained an 
additional 22 per cent of the variance (Step 2: R2-change = .22, FChange(3, 
340) = 33.20, p < .001). Hence, moral evaluation was not a statistically 
significant predictor of the intention to make climate-friendly food choices in 
the final model, and H4 was only partly supported.  
Moreover and as expected, moral intention was significantly associated 
with a high frequency of climate-friendly food choices (i.e. moral action). The 
effect remained when components of moral intensity were integrated into the 
analysis.  In particular, moral intention explained 65 per cent of the variance 
in climate-friendly food choice in Step 1. A significant increase in the 
explained variance resulted when the moral-intensity components were 
integrated in Step 2, although they only explained an additional two per cent 
of the variance in moral action (R2-change = .02, FChange(3, 341) = 4.95, p < 
.001). Hence, moral intention was also a statistically significant predictor of 
climate-friendly food choice in the final model, thereby supporting H5.   
       
The effect of the perceived moral intensity of climate change on 
decision-making 
 
The results of the exploratory factor analysis identified three main 
dimensions/components of the perceived moral intensity of climate change: 
Probable Seriousness of the Consequences, Social Consensus and Proximity, 
instead of the original six components formulated by Jones (1991).  It was 
suggested that perceived moral intensity is associated with the steps in moral 
decision-making, namely evaluation (H1), intention (H2) and action (H3).  
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The results of the regression analyses related to the effects of the moral-
intensity dimensions on moral decision-making indicate that Probable 
Seriousness of the Consequences predicted all three steps, namely moral 
evaluation (i.e. perceiving climate-friendly food choices as morally right), 
moral intention (i.e. intending to make climate-friendly food choices in the 
future) and moral action (i.e. making climate-friendly food choices), and 
consequently was the most influential dimension. 
More specifically, the moral-intensity dimensions together predicted 12 
per cent of the variance in moral evaluation (R2 = .12, F(3, 341) = 15.77, p < 
.001), but the Probable Seriousness of Consequences was the only 
statistically significant predictor. Hence, H1 was supported only with regard 
to one dimension.  
The moral-intensity dimensions explained an additional 22 per cent of the 
variance in intention (R2-change = .22, FChange(3, 340) = 33.20, p < .001) 
when the effect of moral evaluation was controlled for (Step 2). Two of them, 
namely the Probable Seriousness of Consequences and Proximity, were 
statistically significant predictors of the intention to make climate-friendly 
food choices. Hence, H2 was supported only with regard to two of the 
dimensions.  
Together, the moral-intensity dimensions predicted only an additional 
two per cent of the variance in moral action (R2-change = .02, FChange(3, 341) 
= 4.95, p < .001) when the effect of moral intention was controlled for, and 
the Probable Seriousness of Consequences was the only statistically 
significant predictor of action. Hence, H3 was supported only with regard to 




In sum, the results of Study III indicate that moral intention and the 
perceived moral intensity of climate change, namely perceiving climate 
change as probable and serious, are the most important factors associated 
with climate-friendly food choice. The perceived moral intensity of climate 
change influenced moral evaluation and the intention to make climate-
friendly food choices in particular.  
Unexpectedly, Social Consensus was not related to any moral decision-
making steps, and Proximity predicted only the moral intention. In addition, 
it seems that climate-friendly food choices are considered a morally loaded 
phenomenon given that making such choices was almost unanimously 
considered a totally morally right action (i.e. the mean of moral evaluation 
was 6.53 on a scale of 1-7). Hence, climate-friendly food choices could be 





5.4 WHAT BARRIERS INHIBIT CLIMATE-FRIENDLY 
FOOD CHOICE? 
The aim of Study IV was to identify the barriers young adults in Finland 
consider the most relevant in terms of making climate-friendly food choices, 
and to find out whether the barriers perceived as most relevant differ from 
those that have the greatest effect on self-reported climate-friendly food 
choice. A further objective was to measure the association with diet and 
gender by means of t-tests and regression analysis.  
 
The barriers perceived/evaluated as the most relevant  
 
The most relevant barriers to climate-friendly food choice perceived by all 
the respondents were high price (M=4.21), poor supply (M=3.15), lack of 
knowledge (M=3.07), and perceived difficulty in making such choices 
(M=2.95).  
 
Barriers and gender  
 
The men perceived the following barriers as significantly (p<.01) more 
relevant than the women did: wanting to maintain one’s eating habits 
(M=3.29; M=2.54) and disbelief in the climate effects of food choices 
(M=2.43, M=1.90). Unexpectedly, the women perceived high prices 
(M=3.84; M=4.30) and poor supply (M=2.80; M=3.23) as significantly 
(p<.05) more relevant than the men did. 
Hence, hypothesis (H1) stating that women are likely to perceive fewer 
barriers than men was only supported in the case of two barriers, namely 
convenience and disbelief, which the women considered significantly less 
relevant.   
 
Barriers and diet  
 
On the whole, the vegetarians perceived the barriers as significantly (p<.001) 
less relevant than the non-vegetarians (M=2.06; M=2.45), specifically 
considering lack of knowledge (M=2.28; M=3.21), high price (M=3.46; 
M=4.33), lack of time (M=2.14; M=2.83), difficulty (M=2.50; M=3.02), 
unhealthiness (M=1.35; 1.42) and an unwillingness to change eating habits 
(convenience) (M=2.16; M=2.78) significantly less relevant.  
Hence, the hypothesis (H2) that those following a vegetarian diet are 
more likely than others to perceive fewer barriers to climate-friendly food 







The barriers that had an effect on climate-friendly food choice 
 
According to the analyses, the barriers that had the strongest inhibiting effect 
on climate-friendly food choice were disbelief (i.e. I don’t believe food choice 
affects the climate), an unwillingness to change eating habits (i.e. I always 
like to eat the same food), lack of time and difficulty (i.e. It is too difficult to 
make climate-friendly food choices). Unexpectedly, poor supply increased 
the likelihood of making climate-friendly food choices, whereas other 
barriers inhibited it. Table 4 in the original article gives the summary of the 
multiple regression analysis.   
 
The relationship between perceived and influential barriers  
 
The barriers that had the highest inhibiting effect on climate-friendly food 
choice (i.e. disbelief, convenience, lack of time and difficulty) differed from 
those that the respondents perceived as the most relevant (i.e. high price, 
poor supply, lack of knowledge and difficulty).  
High price, for example, which was perceived as the most relevant barrier, 
had only a weak effect, and although perceived as barriers, bad taste and 
poor supply turned out to have a positive association.   
Hence, hypothesis (H3) stating that the order of relevance of the 
perceived barriers to climate-friendly food choice might differ from the 





According to the findings of Study IV, high price was perceived as the most 
relevant barrier to climate-friendly food choice, followed by poor supply, lack 
of knowledge, and difficulty in making climate-friendly choices. However, the 
barriers that hindered the participants from making such choices were 
different. The discrepancy may reflect the unconscious nature of choosing 
food. Furthermore, there were gender and dietary differences related to the 
perceived relevance of the barriers, as expected.  
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6 DISCUSSION  
The main aim in this dissertation was to enhance understanding of behaviour 
related to ethical food choice in general, and to climate-friendly food choice 
in particular. It seems that at least two theoretical perspectives, namely 
models of moral decision-making and of food choice, are needed to shed light 
on the dimensions and aspects of this phenomenon.  
The consumption of ethical food has increased in recent years (e.g., 
European Commission, 2013; Fair Trade Finland, 2015) but there is a wide 
gap between having a positive attitude towards it and eating it (e.g., 
Carrington et al., 2010). Choosing to eat ethical food is a concrete way of 
practising sustainability on a daily basis and supporting workers’ rights, 
animal welfare, environmental sustainability and the local economy, for 
example. The more people know about the phenomenon, especially about the 
barriers to and drivers of ethical food choice, the easier it should be to 
promote these actions more effectively. 
In the following I discuss the main findings of the study, and give some 
pointers for further research.  Finally, I point out the main limitations, and 
consider the practical implications of the results.  
6.1 LAY VIEWS ON ETHICAL AND UNETHICAL FOOD  
The main aim of Study I was to explore everyday views on and social 
representations of ethical and unethical food, focusing especially on the 
content and the structural elements. This was considered important given the 
tendency in previous studies to rely on researchers rather than respondents 
to define ethical foods, and the consequent lack of clarity as to whether lay 
people and experts or researchers would come up with similar definitions.  
The qualitative content analysis yielded categories and dimensions 
describing the content of associations with ethical and unethical food, which 
included required/prohibited, natural/unnatural and healthy/unhealthy 
food, equality/inequality, good animal welfare/poor animal welfare, 
local/global, rules and descriptions. For example, ethical food was 
considered natural, healthy and local, produced in ways that support equality 
and animal welfare, whereas unethical food was perceived as unnatural, 
unhealthy and global, produced with no regard for equality and animal 
welfare. (Mäkiniemi et al., 2011.)   
It is commonly acknowledged that a prerequisite for a moral decision is 
that the moral dimension of the particular object is perceived or recognised 
(Jones, 1991; Tenbrunsel & Smith-Crowe, 2008). It could thus be assumed 
that the current findings may reflect the types of food that are considered or 
recognised as ethical or morally loaded. The most typical ethical-food options 
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within the current data could be described as fair trade, local, organic and 
pro-environmental (c.f. equality/inequality, local/global, natural/unnatural 
categories), and as sustainable food options according to the British 
Sustainable Development Commission’s (2005) proposed definition. This 
indicates that ethical foods are also perceived as sustainable, which supports 
the notion that one way to act as an ethical consumer is to make sustainable 
food choices (Papaoikonoumou et al., 2011). Hence, the terms sustainable 
food and ethical food share certain features (see Chapter 1).  
However, the results also showed that moral dimensions are associated 
with food types other than those mentioned above, which is in line with the 
notion that moral qualities and concerns are attached to healthy food, 
readymade food and fast food (Delaney & McCarthy, 2014; Jackson & Viehoff  
2016; McPhail et al., 2011; Olsen et al., 2010), for example. It is also 
indicative of the fact that the ‘moral space’ of food is extensive and includes 
food that is not necessarily defined as ethical in academic research. On this 
basis, therefore, I suggest that ethical food and sustainable food should not 
be treated as identical concepts, even though they seem to overlap (c.f. 
British Sustainable Development Commission, 2005). In particular, although 
the concept of ethical food includes a variety of sustainable options, it may 
extend further to incorporate various kinds of food and diet that have 
become moralised in everyday social interactions. Hence, the, lay definition 
of ethical food seems broader than definitions academics tend to use, which 
should be taken into account in future studies.  
Further, it seems that at least some of the identified categories also give 
information about the process of choosing ethical food. For instance, some of 
the categories reflect typical motives and concerns related to health and 
animal welfare, highlighting their role in everyday food choices. In addition, 
the descriptions category reflects the way in which ethical and unethical 
foods are described and evaluated: they are seen as expensive or cheap, 
tasting good or bad, trustworthy or non-trustworthy, and favourable or 
unfavourable, for example, just like any other food. These findings support 
the notion that ethical concerns interact with other factors (e.g., taste, and 
familiarity) that motivate food choices, as Steptoe et al. (1995) suggest, and 
reflect the claim made at the beginning of the current dissertation that 
theories of moral psychology and food-choice behaviour should be integrated 
to obtain a broad picture of the phenomenon.  
There were country differences in the structural composition of lay views 
(i.e. social representations) on ethical and unethical food: in other words 
different categories were considered the core, most relevant issues in 
different countries.  As an example, the Danes and the Italians rated ‘healthy’ 
as a core category in comparison with the Finns who put it in a peripheral 
position. Together these results complement findings suggesting that there 
are various differences in food-related thinking even between European 
countries (e.g., Special Eurobarometer 389, 2012), and imply that there is 
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also cultural variation in food-related moral thinking (e.g., Haidt & Kesebir, 
2010; Sverdlik et al., 2012) even between Western, European populations.   
The current findings also support the notion that the ethical-concern 
dimension does not necessarily adequately cover the motives that drive 
ethical food choice. The original FCQ measures ethical concern on the 
following three items: Comes from countries I approve of politically; Has the 
country of origin clearly marked; Is packaged in an environmentally friendly 
way (Steptoe et al., 1995). These items seem to be associated with the 
natural/unnatural and local/global categories identified in Study I, but not 
with others. Hence, the current findings support Lindeman and Väänänen´s 
(2000) attempt to develop a broader scale. Given the increase in 
consumption of ethical food, possibly indicating the growing influence of 
ethical concern as a food-choice motive, there is a need to develop or update 
the dimension in the original FCQ. According to the latest research, for 
example, food packaging has quite a minor but often overestimated 
environmental influence (Lea & Worsley, 2008; Tobler et al., 2011b). Hence, 
the item “Is packed in an environmentally friendly way” could be considered 
misleading and even irrelevant.   
Study I was among the first to focus on lay views of ethical and unethical 
food. Its novelty value lies in the use of methodology that is uncommon in the 
field of moral psychology, i.e. word association method. The method 
facilitates the study of morality in a way that respects lay respondents’ 
definitions of the term. In other words, the researcher’s definition does not 
dominate or restrict the responses. This is a significant point given the 
suggestion that researchers’ definitions may sometimes be too restrictive and 
exclusive (c.f. Blasi 1990; Vainio 2005). A further strength of Study I is the 
culture-sensitive nature of the cross-national qualitative coding (content 
















6.2 MORAL FOUNDATIONS AND ETHICAL FOOD 
CHOICE  
The aim of Study II was to explore the extent to which the five moral 
foundations (e.g., Graham et al., 2013) that are assumed to be the key 
dimensions of morality also emerge in food-related everyday thinking. It is 
suggested that moral foundations may be relevant in ethical food choice in 
that they may guide perceptions of food as morally loaded, or recognised as 
moral in Jones´s (1991) moral-decision-making model.   
The main results indicate that all moral foundations are present in food-
related moral thinking. However and interestingly, Purity/Sanctity was more 
highly endorsed in the current study than in previous studies that were not 
connected to any specific topic but focused on so-called general moral 
thinking. There were also differences in endorsement based on gender, 
political orientation and country, as suggested elsewhere. However, not all 
the hypotheses were supported.   
The MFT with its five types of moral questions or concerns is under 
development as a theoretical framework. Some suggestions for theory 
development arising from the current study concern the methods but also 
apply to research on moral psychology in general.  
First of all, the findings of Study II support the MFT in that all five moral 
foundations emerged in the association data. This strengthens the claim that 
morality should be conceptualised broadly including at least five types of 
moral questions, which in turn might require methodological innovations 
based on a wider understanding. For instance, theories that are commonly 
used to describe the development of moral thinking such as those developed 
by Kohlberg (1984) and Gilligan (1982) focus mainly on Harm/Care and 
Fairness/Reciprocity (Sverdlik et al., 2012), which do not necessarily fully 
capture current thinking on the phenomenon (development of moral 
thinking) and thus there is a need for new models and methods (c.f. Jensen, 
1997; 2008; 2011).    
Second, it is suggested that there may be more foundations, such as 
Industry and Modesty (Suhler & Churchland, 2011), and Liberty/Oppression 
(Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012), to add to the five existing ones. 
By definition, Liberty/Oppression reflects the feelings of reactance and 
resentment people have towards those who dominate them and restrict their 
liberty in accordance with the following statements: “People should be free to 
do as they want”; “I think everyone should be free to do as they choose, as 
long as they do not restrict the freedom of others”; and “People should be 
free to decide what norms or traditions they wish to follow”. (Iyer et al. 
2012.)  
Interestingly, when the association data was coded in categories 
representing each moral foundation, some associations related to free 
autonomous decisions were allocated to a miscellaneous category (e.g., 
individual choice and convictions). These associations seem to reflect the fact 
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that food-related moral decisions are associated with the freedom to make 
food choices based on individual convictions or personal values. The 
Liberty/Oppression foundation had not been introduced when the 
categorisation system was developed for the purposes of Study II, but the 
findings seem to support its existence. However, the number of related 
associations in the data was very small, so the finding is indicative. There 
were no associations related to Industry/Modesty, possibly because it is not 
as relevant in food-related moral thinking as in other domains such as work-
related moral thinking.    
Third, thus far in previous studies on the endorsement of moral 
foundations political orientation tends to be measured on a liberal-
conservative spectrum, which is not widely used in everyday political 
discussion in Finland, for example. However, it has been suggested that 
political orientation should be studied in a way that suits the particular 
culture, reflecting the common threads in everyday political discussions (c.f. 
Kim et al., 2012; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015). The respondents in Study II, 
therefore, were asked to name the party that reflected their political opinions 
most strongly, and depending on their answers were coded as supporters of 
the left, the centre or the right. Given that there were three different 
countries and quite different political cultures, it was very difficult to recode 
the respondents identically, or even to find a categorisation system in which 
all the countries were included. This illustrates the challenges related to 
cross-national and cross-cultural comparative research such as reported in 
Studies I and II: one needs to respect country-specific aspects, but at the 
same time to find something general and comparative.  
The results of Study II showed differences in the endorsement of moral 
foundations between supporters of centrist parties and supporters of the 
right and the left. This indicates that the tendency to support centrist politics 
could be a significant factor that should be taken into account in future 
studies, especially in countries in which it is a relevant aspect of political 
identification. Similarly, developers of the MFT have broadened their studies 
to include Libertarians, a prominent ideological group in US politics that is 
underrepresented in earlier MFT studies. Libertarians are conservative on 
economic issues (e.g., against government regulation of free markets) but 
liberal on social issues (e.g., against government intrusion into private 
matters). (Iyer et al., 2012.) Consequently, it is very difficult for Libertarians 
to indicate their political orientation on a conservative-liberal dimension. 
Blasi (1990) suggested that adopting overly restricted definitions of morality 
could lead to the exclusion of relevant aspects of the phenomenon. Similarly, 
overly restricted understanding and assessment in studies of political 
orientation may result in significant notions and even groups of people being 
left outside the study scope.  
Fourth, the findings of Study II imply that moral thinking is issue-
contingent, as Jones (1991) suggests, The Purity/Sanctity foundation turned 
out to be a more dominant theme in the current study than in previous 
Discussion 
72 
studies (e.g., Graham et al., 2011; Graham et al., 2013), for example, which 
could indicate that it is a more relevant dimension in food-related moral 
decision-making than in general moral thinking.  
As described in more detail in Chapter 2.1, the MFQ measures so-called 
general moral thinking. In practice, people are asked to think about 
situations in which they have to decide whether something is right or wrong 
thus their decisions are not targeted on a specific matter such as food or diet 
(e.g., whether meat eating is right or wrong). It might therefore be useful to 
make comparisons between general moral endorsement (MFQ) and specific 
endorsements that could be targeted on particular issues or decisions, such 
as those related to ethical food choice. With this type of comparative study 
design it may be possible to determine whether or not the use of moral 
foundations is issue-contingent. In other words, new issue-specific measures 
should be developed. This suggestion is in line with previous findings 
implying that the nature of moral dilemmas can affect the complexity of real-
life moral thinking (Juujärvi 2005; Myyry & Helkama, 2007). In fact, there 
have been quite a few attempts to determine whether and in what sense 
moral thinking is similar or different in various domains.   
Finally, the findings of Study II indicate country differences in four of the 
five moral foundations, meaning that there are country differences within 
Europe. Most previous MFT studies compared countries and cultures with 
more obvious differences, such as South Korea and the United States (Kim et 
al., 2012).  The results of the current study highlight the fact that even quite 
similar national cultures such as Finland and Denmark, both of which 
represent Scandinavian cultures, may differ in terms of moral-foundation 
endorsement. It is acknowledged that studies on ethical consumption in 
general rarely focus on the cultural influences (Papaoikonoumou et al., 2011). 
It could be concluded from this statement and the findings of the present 
dissertation that cross-national and cross-cultural ethical studies on ethical 
consumption should be promoted. 
In sum, the novelty value of Study II is on the methodological level. The 
word associations were re-grouped following a theory-driven qualitative 
coding process developed especially for the current study. This could be 
considered a methodological innovation given the lack of qualitative studies 
based on Moral Foundations theory, which largely relies methodologically on 
the MFQ. It was also a first attempt to use word association as a method for 
studying the endorsement of food-related moral foundations, or of moral 
foundations related to a specific topic or issue.  





6.3 MORAL INTENSITY AND ETHICAL FOOD CHOICE  
The aim of Study III was to explore whether the moral intensity of an issue 
could be a relevant, new moral dimension in promoting ethical food choice, 
namely whether the perceived moral intensity of climate change is associated 
with climate-friendly food choice. To measure this we first developed two 
novel scales, the Moral Intensity of Climate Change Scale (MICCS) and the 
Climate-friendly Food Choice Scale: at the time of the data collection there 
was a lack of scales related to climate-friendly actions and moral perceptions 
of climate change.  
It could be concluded from previous studies that, on the one hand, ethical 
concerns and moral values are not among the most relevant food-choice 
motives (e.g., Steptoe et al., 1995), but on the other hand it has been shown 
that the ‘moral dimension’ may have added value especially in the choice of 
sustainable food. For example, moral obligation, a positive moral attitude 
and ethical identity appear to be associated with the purchasing of 
sustainable food (e.g. Dean et al., 2008; Dean et al., 2012; Dowd & Burke, 
2013). It has also been suggested that, in general, moral beliefs are inherently 
more motivating and compelling than other beliefs (e.g., Skitka, 2010; Turiel, 
1983). Reflecting these assumptions, the moral intensity of an issue was 
presented in the study as a potential new moral dimension that could be 
relevant in the context of ethical food choice, specifically with regard to 
climate-friendly food.    
The results of Study III indicate that the moral intensity of climate 
change, in other words the perceived Probable Seriousness of the 
Consequences, is related to moral decision-making regarding climate-
friendly food. In fact, it was associated with all the steps in moral decision-
making, namely evaluation, intention and action. In other words, people who 
perceive climate change as probable and serious are more willing to make 
climate-friendly food choices. This finding is in line with views suggesting 
that perception of climate change is associated with climate action (e.g., 
Gifford, 2011; Vainio & Palomäki, 2013).  
Some of the results contradicted earlier findings, specifically with 
reference to Social Consensus, which in the current study was not as 
influential a predictor of moral decision-making as in previous studies (e.g., 
Barnett, 2001). This could relate to the fact that Jones´s (1991) model tends 
to be used in organisational settings with a view to enhancing understanding 
of work-related moral decision-making. Hence, the above-mentioned result 
may indicate that the basic dynamics of moral decision-making as a process 
may differ between domains such as organisational behaviour and food-
choice behaviour. This is in line with the findings reported in Study II (i.e. 
Purity/Sanctity were more highly endorsed than in earlier studies), and with 
the view that moral decision-making is issue-contingent. However, it is likely 
that Social Consensus was not an influential predictor of climate-friendly 
food choice given that there was not a strong social consensus regarding 
Discussion 
74 
climate change, and that experts have divergent and contradictory views 
(Anderegg, Prall, Harold, & Schneider, 2010; Oreskes, 2004).  
According to the results of Study III, the intention to make climate-
friendly food choices in the future was the strongest predictor of current 
climate-friendly food choice. However, given that the design was 
correlational, and past behaviour was measured, it seems that those who 
intended to make climate-friendly food choices in the future had made their 
choice in the past. It is frequently stated that when a certain type of 
behaviour is habituated, intentions are poorer predictors of the 
corresponding behaviour than situational factors (van´t Riet et al., 2011). 
Thus, the strong intention-behaviour association identified in the present 
study may indicate that climate-friendly food choice is currently non-
habituated action. However, intentionally selecting climate-friendly options 
is quite a new way of acting as a sustainable consumer, and presumably not 
many people have developed stable habits accordingly. This is in line with 
findings (for a review see van´t Riet et al., 2011) suggesting that an action 
that is new or infrequent is guided by deliberate intentions, whereas when it 
has become highly habitual intentions have little effect. Hence, habit strength 
moderates the relationship between intentions and behaviour: the stronger 
the habit, the weaker the intention–behaviour relationship, and intentions 
guide future behaviour more strongly when habits are weak (e.g., Danner, 
Aarts & de Vries, 2008).  
Finally, the novelty value of Study III relates, first, to the fact that it was 
one of the first to use the Jones (1991) model of moral decision-making in the 
context of food-choice behaviour, and focused on the moral intensity of 
climate change. Second, two novel scales were developed and tested. Third, it 
is worth highlighting the fact that we studied self-reported behaviour and not 
just intentions: questionnaires used in studies on moral decision-making do 
















6.4 BARRIERS INHIBITING CLIMATE-FRIENDLY FOOD 
CHOICE  
The focus in Study IV was on the factors that hinder climate-friendly food 
choice, namely how the barriers are perceived and how they are associated 
with the choice of climate-friendly food.  
Previous studies on the barriers that inhibit ethical food choice (see 
Chapter 2.4) point to a lack of research especially in the context of climate-
friendly food, although there have been studies on reducing of meat eating, 
which is one of the most influential ways of behaving in a more climate-
friendly way (e.g., Schösler et al., 2012).  
Research on climate-friendly eating was still in its infancy at the time of 
the data collection, so we were not able to locate any scale for measuring the 
barriers that inhibit climate-friendly food choice. We therefore developed a 
new one for the purposes of Study IV.  
The key results of the study indicate that the respondents perceived high 
price, poor supply, lack of knowledge and difficulty in making choices as the 
most relevant barriers, whereas poor supply, wanting to maintain the same 
eating habits, disbelief in the climate effects of food choice, and lack of time 
had the biggest effects on the choices.  
The findings illustrate how so-called general motives such as price and 
taste may appear and act as barriers to climate-friendly food choice, but there 
are also specific barriers such as disbelief in any climate effects. Thus, 
climate-friendly food choice as an ethical action has some specific features, 
but also some shared elements with food choice in general, and with other 
ethical options. For instance, one shared barrier to choosing local and 
climate-friendly food seems to be inconvenience (e.g., time needed) 
(Feldmann & Hamm, 2015).  
There were some differences between perceived and actual barriers, 
which may indicate that people make food choices without reflection (i.e. 
they are not aware of the drivers and motives), and this also applies to ethical 
food choice. Interestingly, it seems from the findings of Study III that a lack 
of reflexivity does not necessarily indicate that the action is also habituated, 
although habituated/habitual and unreflective are often assumed to belong 
together (e.g., vant´t Riet et al., 2011). More specifically, the finding in Study 
III that moral intentions were strong predictors of climate-friendly food 
choice, may imply that such choice is not highly habituated given suggestions 
that intentions guide (future) behaviours more strongly when habits are 
weak (e.g., Danner et al., 2008; van´t Riet et al., 2011).   
Thus, in general the findings seem to indicate that climate-friendly food 
choice may also be a weakly habituated (Study III) and non-reflexive action 
(Study IV). This could relate to the novelty of the phenomenon and the 
concepts: the phenomenon is unfamiliar and no stable habits have, as yet, 
developed.  However, some previous findings also seem to support the notion 
that both convenience and a tendency to avoid reflection, as well as reflection 
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in itself, may surface together in ethical food choices (e.g., purchasing 
organic food) (Hjelmar, 2011). Presumably there are also transitions from 
reflection to non-reflection or habitual action, and vice versa. For instance, 
one can make a deeply reflective decision to adopt a vegetarian diet, but 
develop very stable habits in following the diet, thus the action becomes 
routinized and non-reflective. There is clearly a need for more research to 
shed light on the process of ethical food choice. What is role of reflection in 
an ethical decision? How do stable habits supporting ethical food choices 
develop?   
  There were also gender and dietary differences in perceptions of barriers. 
The implication is that there are food sub-cultures related to gender and diet, 
for example, which is in line with the findings of Study I and earlier studies 
(e.g., Special Eurobarometer 389, 2012). The dietary differences also suggest 
that ethical options that are close to existing eating habits are easier to adopt. 
Given that the current student sample was fairly homogenous, and female-
dominated, it might be wise in future studies on ethical food to identify 
different consumer groups and segments, and to find out whether the 
barriers and drivers differ in the case of climate-friendly food choice versus 
other ethical options.  
In sum, the novelty value of Study IV lies in the fact that it was among the 
first to explore the barriers inhibiting climate-friendly food choice, and 
introduced a novel measurement for this purpose. Previous studies have 
identified some barriers, but the current study also adds knowledge about the 
relevance order. Presumably, enhancing understanding of the barriers 
inhibiting climate-friendly food choice should help to promote climate-
friendly eating. The practical implications of this study are discussed in 



















6.5 LIMITATIONS  
There are two main limitations that concern all the sub-studies, namely a 
social-desirability bias and the use of student samples. Other limitations 
related to each study are presented in the original articles.  
Social-desirability bias refers to a general tendency among individuals to 
present themselves favourably with regard to socially accepted standards 
(Chung & Monroe, 2003), which means that respondents may base their 
answers on social expectations rather than their real beliefs. It emerges to 
some extent in all survey studies and could be considered a type of self-
presentation tactic that human beings adopt. On the other hand, it is 
acknowledged that social desirability bias could constitute a serious threat to 
the validity of research findings, particularly when sensitive topics such as 
eating, drinking or sexual behaviour are being studied (van de Mortel, 2008; 
Randall & Fernandes, 1991). Given that social desirability bias relates to the 
tendency among people to present themselves positively in accordance with 
prevailing social norms, it is very likely to emerge in the context of ethical 
food choice, which is a morally loaded action: people are morally judged 
based on what they eat in social situations, for example (Stein & Nemeroff, 
1995).   
 Social desirability bias was not explicitly controlled for in this 
dissertation, but it was probably present to some extent. The participants 
may have reported making more climate-friendly food choices than they did 
in practice, for example, as well as stronger intentions to do so (Study III and 
Study IV), given that prevailing social norms may favour that kind of 
behaviour. However, there does not seem to be a clear consensus or accepted 
social norms in the case of climate change (see the results of Study III as well 
as Anderegg, et al., 2010 and Oreskes, 2004), thus it is likely that bias is less 
of a problem in this study than it would otherwise be.   
It is also likely that bias is less evident in Studies I and II given their 
reliance on word association, a method that captures intuitive and 
spontaneous responses and therefore is probably not highly sensitive to 
social desirability. It could be assumed that spontaneous responses are less 
reflective and therefore not – at least consciously - adjusted to social 
expectations. Consequently, this could increase the value of the method in 
research on sensitive issues such as ethics and eating (c.f. Sakki et al., 2014).  
Although it is impossible to eliminate social desirability bias totally, some 
researchers include a separate ‘Social Desirability’ scale in their 
questionnaires in an attempt to detect and control for it. This identifies 
respondents who score highly on social desirability during the analysis phase, 
and their responses to the other parts of the questionnaire may be 
disregarded or given reduced weighting. However, this procedure is not 
considered totally unproblematic. It is also possible to control for bias in 
basic data-collection procedures. For instance, guaranteed anonymity has 
been associated with lower levels of social-desirability bias (Randall & 
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Fernandes, 1991; van de Mortel, 2008.) The participants contributing to the 
current dissertation were able to answer totally anonymously, the groups 
were large and the data collector was not known to the informants, hence the 
procedures should not have fostered self-presentation motives.   
The second main limitation concerns the use of student samples. All the 
participants were university students, specifically students of social and 
behavioural sciences. Although this is commonly acknowledged as a clear 
limitation of any study, participant pools in the field of psychology largely 
comprise Western undergraduates, and even leading scientific journals 
publish findings claiming to generalise the results of research conducted 
among undergraduates to “humans” or “people” (Henrich, Heine, & 
Norenzayan, 2010).  
The main weakness of student samples relates to the generalizability and 
consequently the external validity of the results. In other words, the main 
concern is whether and to what extent the findings are generalizable to a 
wider target population, which usually means a representative adult 
population. It is often claimed that student samples do not correspond with 
national representative adult samples., It was found in a meta-analysis of 
response homogeneity and effect size, for instance, that the responses of the 
students were slightly more homogenous than those of non-students, both 
within and across scales, and that there were unsystematic differences in 
effect size between the student and non-student samples: the implication is 
that claims of generalizability should be made with caution (Peterson, 2001).  
On the other hand, student samples have been shown to reflect the basic 
structural characteristics of a country, and to show intercultural differences 
(Flere & Lavrič, 2008; Straus, 2009).  It has also been suggested that if a 
study is based on a well-defined theory with clearly elaborated predictions or 
hypotheses, and if the findings confirm the predictions, the results may be 
somewhat generalizable to a target population (see Bello, Leung, Radebaugh, 
Tung & van Witteloostuijin, 2009). 
There were three main reasons why students were used in the current 
study. First, it is a typical practice in the human and social sciences in 
general, largely because of accessibility, convenience and low cost: cost was a 
factor in the current dissertation project given that there was no separate 
funding for the data collection. Second, Studies I and II in particular 
included cross-national comparison, for which according to Lyons and 
Chryssochhoou (2001) it is advisable to locate subgroups in each country that 
are as similar as possible. It is assumed that students representing the same 
study fields are likely to be similar and comparable from that perspective, 
and accordingly quite appropriate for cross-national comparisons. This is in 
line with the previously mentioned notion that student samples can be used 
to identify intercultural differences (e.g., Straus, 2009).  The third reason for 
using student samples is that they represent young adults, which was a 
relevant group in this case, especially in Studies III and IV relating to 
climate-friendly action. Young adults constitute an interesting consumer 
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group from the perspective of climate-friendly consumption. It has been 
shown that better educated and younger individuals express stronger pro-
environmental attitudes than less well-educated and older individuals (see 
Studies III & IV; e.g., Dietz, Stern, & Guagano, 1998; Dunlap, Van Liere, 
Mertig, & Jones, 2000; Franzen & Meyer, 2010), which could indicate that 
they are more interested in the topic and may well know more about climate-
friendly food choices than nonstudent groups. In some cases a high 
knowledge level could be seen as a clear benefit, as a lack of requisite 
knowledge to respond adequately to research questions may threaten the 
internal validity of the study. On the other hand, most university students (at 
least in Finland) have quite limited economic resources than the wider 
population, which may influence their perceptions of which barriers are 
relevant, for instance (see Study IV).   
The student respondents in the current dissertation were from the social 
and behavioural sciences, and do not necessarily represent university 
students in general. There is evidence of variation in attitudes to food 
between students in different fields. It has been shown among Finnish 
university students, for example, that those studying the natural sciences and 
technology have more positive attitudes towards GM foods, and higher levels 
of adherence to technology regarding new foods, than students in other fields 
such as the social sciences (Saher, Lindeman, & Hursti, 2006; Mäkiniemi et 






















6.6 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS  
One of the key challenges related to ethical and sustainable eating concerns 
its promotion. A shift towards more sustainable diets could lead to the more 
equal treatment of workers and better animal welfare, and decrease the 
amount of greenhouse gases, for example (c.f. the British Sustainable 
Development Commission’s (2005) definition of sustainability). How, then, 
might the identified gap between attitudes and actual behaviour (e.g., 
Thøgersen & Schrader, 2012) be narrowed? The gap is particularly wide in 
so-called high-cost situations in which sustainable or ethical choice requires 
significant effort, and there are no facilitating situational conditions such as 
good availability and perceived quality of sustainable options (Moser, 2015).  
Nevertheless, it is possible to put forward some practical suggestions 
based on the findings of the current dissertation. The practical implications 
stem mainly from the results of Studies III and IV, whereas Studies I and II 
raised more theoretical and methodological issues as described earlier.  The 
two main suggestions with regard to the promotion of ethical food choice are, 
first to incorporate a moral dimension into persuasive communication and 
second, to lower the barriers, especially in high-cost situations. 
The findings of Study III highlight the fact that the perceived moral 
intensity of climate change had some effect on climate-friendly food choice, 
which indicates that more emphasis should be placed on the moral 
dimensions of sustainable issues in public discussion and marketing, for 
example. The results indicate that the Probable Seriousness of Consequences 
dimension could be used to good effect in the promotion of climate-friendly 
choices, to which it was most strongly related. In practice, it could be focused 
on more explicitly in media discussion. How likely is it that climate change is 
causing harm? What kind of harm is it, and how will it affect people? 
Although highlighting the moral dimensions of ethical and sustainable 
choices in public and social discussion could be a useful strategy, it should 
not increase the incidence of negatively loaded moralisation, meaning that 
people are morally judged by their ‘wrong’ food choices, because that would 
presumably strengthen resistance or even promote counteraction.  However, 
there are contradictory findings suggesting that collective guilt may promote 
climate-friendly action in some cases (e.g., Ferguson & Branscombe, 2010), 
and guilt may promote moral compensation (see Delaney & McCarthy, 2014). 
On the other hand, Markowitz and Sharif (2012) propose that it would be 
more useful to bolster recognition of climate change as a morally loaded 
issue, highlighting positive norms such as gratitude and hope and motivating 
action through positive appeals. It is not possible to validate such 
assumptions on the basis of the current study. However, it would be 
interesting in future studies to explore the extent to which moral intensity 
can be promoted, and the relative effectiveness of neutral, positive and 
negative messages.  
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The findings of Study II indicate that food-related moral questions are 
perceived from divergent moral perspectives (i.e. moral foundations), some 
of which differ in relevance by gender or political-party affiliation. 
Consequently, multiple moral frames should be used when the moral 
dimension of any food is emphasised given that not all frames are similarly 
relevant to all groups, and not all groups recognise the moral dimension (e.g. 
Vainio, 2003).  For example, those who promote environmentally friendly 
food consumption, such as climate-friendly eating, by highlighting its moral 
dimensions should be aware that supporters of right-wing politics tend to be 
less interested in environmental and climate action and (e.g. Feygina, Jost, & 
Goldsmith, 2010; Jacquet, Dietrich, & Jost, 2014), and have been shown to 
endorse binding moral foundations more strongly than supporters of left-
wing politics (e.g. Haidt & Graham, 2007). Hence, use should be made of 
binding moral foundations (i.e. Authority/Respect, Ingroup/Loyalty and 
Purity/Sanctity), which do not feature so often in the promotion of pro-
environmental actions, because they may ‘resonate’ among right-wing-party 
supporters. This suggestion is in line with findings showing that persuasive 
appeals and messages designed to tap moral foundations preferred by 
liberals as well as conservatives strengthen the intention to make sustainable 
choices (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013).    
It could be concluded form the results of the studies discussed in Chapter 
2.4 and the findings of the current dissertation that several barriers hinder 
ethical and sustainable food choice, such as perceived higher prices, the 
unwillingness to change dietary habits, inconvenience, poor availability and 
not identifying with consumers of ethical food.  Given the results of Study IV 
indicating that habit (i.e. wanting to maintain the same eating habits) and 
disbelief in the climatic effects of food consumption had the strongest 
inhibiting effect on climate-friendly food choice, it might be wise to focus on 
minimising the effect of these barriers in particular. However, in comparison 
with more structural aspects such as availability, price and informative or 
persuasive labelling, both barriers are very difficult to lower from the outside 
given their focus on individuals’ personal attitudes, behaviour/habits and 
thinking. It would clearly be useful to draw on existing behaviour-change 
techniques, which are already used in promoting the adoption of healthier 
behaviour (see for review e.g. Hankonen, 2011).  
It would be essential to develop and guarantee various facilitating 
situational conditions, such as improving the availability and quality of 
sustainable options. The ethical and sustainable option should not be a high-
cost alternative: it should be a part of everyday life that does not require 
extra effort or resources. It would be particularly interesting to study so-
called ordinary consumers who decide to make their diet more sustainable 
and are able to maintain that change, and to explore the factors that hinder 




 Knowing the barriers and eliminating them is one way to support ethical 
food choice. The drivers should also be intensively studied, given the 
impossibility of eliminating all barriers, and the fact that many people need 
motivation and inspiration (i.e. drivers) for their actions. It is known that 
animal welfare and environmental concerns, a willingness to support the 
local economy, perceived high quality and healthiness, for example, may 
boost ethical food choice (e.g., Klöckner, 2011), and should be highlighted 
more in marketing and public discussion. For instance, the health benefits of 
reducing meat consumption could be more clearly explained. The process of 
moral satisfaction (Bratanova et al., 2015) could also act as a motivator or 
driver, at least in some contexts. Attempts should be made to create 
situations in which people can attach positive emotions, such as moral 
satisfaction and enjoyment, to the consumption of ethical food (i.e. delivering 
superior and hedonistic experiences to ethical consumers). Also, it may be 
that some people do not identify with ethical consumers, and see the ethical 
option as something strange that does not suit them. It may therefore be 
useful in promoting ethical foods to ensure that individuals are able to 
identify with people used advertisements, for example, and with those who 
speak in public about such issues.   
Finally, given the evidence from previous studies that ethical concerns 
may not be the key motivators of food choice, I suggest combining them with 
other motives in the promotion of ethical food. Typical food-choice motives 
include health, mood, convenience, sensory appeal, natural content, price, 
weight control, familiarity and ethical concerns (Steptoe et al., 1995), the 
strongest of which are price, sensory appeal, natural content and health 
(Markovina et al., 2015; Steptoe et al., 1995). Price perception is also a strong 
motive but, as the results of previous studies and of Study IV in this 
dissertation show, price is perceived as a relevant barrier inhibiting ethical 
food choice. Although the ethical option, such as buying seasonal vegetables, 
tends to be more expensive, it may well also be an economically wise choice 
compared to meat. However, more effort could be put into marketing and 
labelling to highlight the added value of an ethical compared to a 
conventional option: what the consumer gets out of this extra investment. 
This would also support feelings of moral satisfaction: the consumer is doing 
something good, not just paying extra.  
Given that health concerns are known to motivate the choice of organic 
food, for example, and are among the most influential food-choice motives, 
they could be integrated more deeply into the promotion of ethical food. As 
mentioned above, reducing meat consumption tends to have positive effects 
on health (Hallström et al., 2014) in that people generally eat too much meat. 
Moreover, habits and convenience influence food choices, to the detriment of 
climate-friendly and other ethical choices (e.g., Feldmann & Hamm, 2015), 
and should be taken into account in promoting the ethical option. As 
mentioned, people generally seem to want to keep their eating habits, and 
prefer the easy option.  
 
83 
It is typically believed that choosing ethical food requires extra effort and 
money. However, this is not always the case.  Most importantly, there should 
be more information about the options (e.g. climate friendly options; de Boer 
et al., 2016) and practical guidance on how to integrate ethical and 
sustainable elements into existing habits. Small steps such as these should be 
presented positively as meaningful options that could have a big influence in 
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